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Abstract of Dissertation 
Methods of selecting and evaluating residence hall counselors were 
explored in this study. The Criterion Referenced Leaderless Grou 
Interview (CRLGI) was defined as a se ectlon tee nique an evalu-
ated for its utility as a predictor of Residence Counselor 
effectiveness. In addition, the California Psvcholo ical Inventor 
(CPI) and Rotter Internal/External Locus of Control Scale LOC 
were used as predictors of Residence Counselor effectiveness. The 
Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors (HARC) was designed and 
subjected to psychometric reliability and validity studies. The 
HARC served as the criterion measure of Residence Counselor 
effectiveness. 
Seventy-two residence hall counselors at the University of the 
Pacific served as subjects in this study. -All participated in the 
CRLGI and completed the CPI and LOC. The counselors were then 
evaluated after serving for one year. Pearson Product-Moment 
correlations were generated between predictor variables and the 
HARC. A stepwise multiple regression analysis (MRA) was used to 
evaluate the predictive strength of selected variables. 
Psychometric studies of the HARC revealed a Pearson Product-Moment 
correlation between student and residence staff evaluators of r = .49 
(Q( .001). Test-Retest Reliability average was .78. The following 
split-half reliability estimates were obtained: KR-20 = .86, 
Equal Length Spearman-Brown= .92, and Guttman Split Half= .92. 
Inter-item correlations ranged from .37 to .67 with an average 
correlation of .51. Cronbach's coefficient alpha estimate of 
internal consistency was .91. 
Significant correlations were obtained between scores on the CRLGI 
and the HARC (£ = .65, £<·001. Significant correlations were 
obtained between the LOC and the HARC (r = -.30, p <.Ol). Signi-
ficant correlations were obtained between the Self-Acceptance (S-A) 
subscale of the CPI and the HARC (E = -.28, £<·01). The remain-
ing subscales of the CPI were not significantly correlated to the 
HARC. When the CRLGI, LOC, and S-A scales were entered into a 2 stepwise MRA to predict residence counselor effectiveness, a R of 
.53 was obtained. The multiple R was .74. Differences in the 
predictive strength of variables-for males and females were noted. 
It was recommended that this study be replicated in other university 
settings and that a standardized evaluation form for the CRLGI be 
developed. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
The Quality of University Residential Life 
The importance of the on-campus living environment to 
the students' overall educational growth was realized in the 
1960's. In-residence counselor and student personnel programs 
were developed to create a better living-learning experience 
for college students. There was an expanded effort to improve 
the counseling skills of residence hall counselors and many 
training programs were developed as a result of the need for 
competent residence counselors (Ebbers & Stoner, 1972). In 
addition, there has been a concerted effort by researchers 
in the area of student personnel to define the characteris-
tics of effective residence hall counselors (Atkinson, 1973; 
Duncan, 1967; Graff & Bradshaw, 1970; Hoyt, 1967). Many of 
these studies were focused on predictive criteria that would 
allow student personnel administrators to screen out poor 
risk candidates during the counselor selection process 
(Barnes, 1972; Graff et al., 1970; Hefke, 1969). 
The ability of paper and pencil personality tests to 
identify potentially successful or unsuccessful residence 
counselors remains undemonstrated at this time. Much of the 
research on this topic suggests that the predictive validity 
of personality tests for counselor selection is low and that 
they should not be used to selection purposes (Barnes, 1972; 
Dameron, 1971; Dolan, 1965; Megargee, 1972). Other studies 
indicate qualified success of personality tests to discrim-
inate between residence counselors (RCs) who were rated by 
~ 
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a student evaluation as being effective or non-effective RCs 
(Graff, 1970; Hefke, 1969; Rodgers, 1971; Scott, 1975). 
There are several factors that make identification of 
valid methods for selecting RCs quite difficult. Mitchell 
(1970) suggests that the problem of role definition of RCs 
must be faced before the one of prediction of counselor 
effectiveness can be addressed. At present, the RC is 
expected to fill a number of roles. The counselor is 
responsible for interpreting University rules and policies; 
providing "front line" counseling to students and making 
referrals to psychological professionals when needed; and 
maintaining a safe living environment and contacting police 
officers if security is threatened. The difficulty in the 
identification of predictors for counselor effectiveness is 
increased each time an additional role is assumed (Dameron, 
1971; Bodden & Walsh, 1968). 
Past research on the selection of quality RCs has been 
limited to isolating personality characteristics that 
predict effective counselors (Atkinson, 1973; Biggs, 1971; 
Burton, 1968; Dameron, 1971). Perhaps the reason student 
personnel researchers have reported low correlations between 
paper and pencil tests and effective RC behavior is that the 
inventories fail to measure the specific qualities of the 
effective counselor as defined by a particular institution. 
2 
This lack of criterion referenced research may indeed_b_e_a _____________ _ 
major reason for poor correlations between personality tests 
and effective residence counselors' behavior. An actual 
sample of the prospective counselor candidate behavior, 
evaluated by a group of current residence counselors from 
the local institution, may be a good predictor of future 
effectiveness as a residence counselor. Little research has 
been conducted that studies the predictive strength of a 
Leaderless Group Interview (L.G.I.). Furthermore, only one 
study has questioned the predictive strength of personality 
characteristics with the sex differences of effective or 
non-effective residence counselors. The quality of residen-
tial life may be improved if research is conducted that can 
more accurately predict higher quality residence counselors 
through the use of appropriate evaluation techniques. 
Isolating predictive personality traits of effective 
counselors requires an instrument that is appropriate for 
college-aged persons. Gough (1969) has developed normative 
data on college populations and presents profiles of college 
students in the California Psychological Inventory (C.P.I.) 
manual. The C.P.I. is intended for use with normal, non-
psychiatrically disturbed subjects. Its 18 basic subscales 
are addressed principally to personality characteristics 
important for social living and social interaction. As the 
C.P.I. measures social skills, its use with residence hall 
counselors is particularly well suited. It has been used 
in several investigations involving personality classifi-
3 
cations of residence counselors (Barnes, 1972; DameroQ, ______________ __ 
1971; Rodgers, 1971). 
4 
A personality characteristic not addressed in the C.P.I. 
is thecounselor score on Locus of Control. Locus of control 
refers to the perceived control a person has in achieving 
reinforcement (Phares, 1976). For example, if people view 
success or failure as a result of their actions, the individ-
uals would be classified as having an internal or personal 
locus of control (Phares, 1976). The people just described 
would illustrate different behavior from that of individ-
uals who felt their success or failure were determined by 
external factors beyond their control (Phares, 1976). 
Because of the live-in status of the RC, locus of control 
may be central to effectiveness as a counselor. Internal 
residence counselors would tend to view the success or 
failure of their area of responsibility as a product of 
their own behavior, while the external locus of control 
counselor would tend to view the success or failure of 
their area of responsibility as a product of luck, fate, or 
chance. The internal/external locus of control dimension 
of the RC is a construct that has not been researched. The 
relationship between locus of control and counselor effec-
tiveness needs careful study. 
Lastly, the evaluation instrument of resident counselor 
effectiveness needs to be improved. The Resident Assistant 
Evaluation Form (RAEF) developed by Duncan in 1965 has been 
used in several studies to assess RC performance (Barnes, 
----
1972; Dorin, 1974; Haldane, 1973). However, the role of 
the RC has changed in the last decade. The RC has become a 
j 
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para-professional residence hall counselor at many 
universities throughout the country. The RAEF was given to 
students at the University of the Pacific in 1977 and was 
found to be an unacceptable measurement instrument for 
several reasons. The main criticisms of the RAEF were that 
it was: (1) too long an instrument, (2) students were 
offended by language that was outdated in the test items or 
criteria that they felt were not important for modern day 
RCs, and (3) the response rates were less than 30%. A 
major contribution of this study will be the refinement of 
the Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors (HARC) that 
will be used to measure resident counselor effectiveness. 
Statement of the Problem 
Much research has been conducted regarding the 
selection, training, and evaluation of residence counselors. 
However, little research has studied the predictive strength 
of locus of control or leaderless group interview ratings on 
counselor effectiveness. Furthermore, little is known about 
the specific personality characteristics that predict male 
or female RC effectiveness. It is possible that certain 
personality characteristics may predispose a counselor to a 
positive evaluation by student residents or that an inter-
action between certain personality characteristics and locus 
of control may exist. If there are certain personality 
traits that predispose a person to high or low rating by the 
student residents, then what are these characteristics? 
5 
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It is possible that an evaluation of the counselor's behavior 
in a leaderless group interview can provide information which 
will predict the counselor's effectiveness ratings. It is 
possible that certain personality traits or L.G.I. ratings 
are more predictive for males than females or more predictive 
for females than males. If so, then what are these traits 
and how strongly do the traits predict? The above-mentioned 
questions are central to the problem of predicting effective 
residence counselors. 
Rationale for the Present Research 
Significance of the Problem 
Each year thousands of students enter residence halls 
staffed by para-professional RCs. The RC has a great impact 
on the college student's living environment and quality of 
residential life (Scott, 1975). The residential experience 
plays a significant role in the student's psychological 
development (Chickering, 1967). When students spend as 
little as four hours a day in the classroom, it is apparent 
that the residence hall experience greatly contributes to 
the student's educational and social development and that 
the RC has a direct impact on those who live in the 
residence halls. 
Competition for RC positions has grown considerably 
over the last decade. For example, 500 applications are 
filed annually for RC positions at the Pennsylvania State 
University (Barnes, 1972). Well over 500 applications are 
7 
considered each year at the University of California at Davis. 
The University of the Pacific in Stockton, California, 
reviews over 100 applicants for as few as 15 openings. 
Student personnel administrators are faced with the task of 
selecting staff members who can best survive and enhance the 
residence hall counseling experience without much guidance 
from past research efforts. 
If predictive criteria can be isolated from personality 
inventories or performance in a leaderless group interview, 
then thousands of student personnel man-hours will be saved, 
and the quality of student life will be improved. There is 
a need for an assessment instrument that accurately measures 
residence counselor effectiveness. 
Procedures Used in the Study 
This research study was designed to determine·predictive 
criteria associated with university RC effectiveness at the 
University of the Pacific (U.O.P.). The subjects were 
students who applied for a residence counselor position and 
were later selected to join the resident staff. Prior to 
employment, all candidates completed an application form 
that included personal data such as age, sex, grade point 
average, and college major. The subjects also completed 
the California Psychological Inventory and Rotter Locus of 
Control Scale. All subjects were then required to attend a 
Leaderless Group Interview and each candidate was ranked by 
the current resident staff on a scale from 1 to 5 (5 was 
excellent and 1 was poor). The L.G.I. focused on solving 
problems likely to be encountered if selected to join the 
resident staff. 
The RCs were evaluated in the Spring of 1976, 1977, and 
1978 by students in their respective living areas by utiliz-
ing the HARC. The results of the C.P.I., L.G.I., Rotter, 
and HARC were entered into the U.O.P. computer for statis-
tical analysis. Each predictor variable was analyzed to 
determine the strength of its correlation with the HARC. A 
8 
multiple regression analysis was conducted to develop a 
predictive equation. A profile of characteristics associated 
with effective counselor performance was developed for males, 
females, and total staff. 
Hypotheses 
The hypotheses to be investigated in the present 
research are described below: 
Hypothesis 1 
There will be a positive relationship between ratings 
on the L.G.I. performance and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis lA 
The correlation between ratings on the L.G.I. and 
counselor effectiveness ratings will be high enough to add 
predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. 
Hypothesis 2 
There will be a relationship between scores on certain 
C.P.r. subscales and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis 2A 
The correlation between certain subscales on the C.P.I. 
and counselor effectiveness ratings will be high enough to 
add predictive strength to a multiple regression analys is . 
Hypothesis 3 
There will be a positive relationship between scores 
on the Rotter Locus of Control and counselor e ff ectiveness 
ratings. 
Hypothesis 3A 
The correlation between Rotter Locus of Contro l scor es 
and counselor effectiveness ratings will be high enough to 
add predictive strength to a multiple regression ana lysis. 
Hypothesis 4 
The relationship between C.P.I. subscales, L.O.C. 
scores, L.G.I. ratings, and measures of RC effectiveness 
will be different for males than for females. 
Hypothesis 4A 
The predictive strength of C.P.I. subscale scores, 
L.O.C. scores, and mean L.G.I. ratings will be different 
for males than for females in predicting RC effectiveness. 
The operational definitions of the above-mentioned 
Hypotheses are detailed in Chapter III . 
Assumptions of the Study 
It was assumed that student needs affecting the 
evaluation of their respective resident counselors remained 
similar throughout the course of this research. That is, 
9 
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no radical or unusual change occurred within the s tudent 
population that would affect this study . It was assumed that 
personality traits and duties of the RCs also remained static 
during the research time frame. Another assumption of the 
study was that the environment in which the Leaderless Group 
Interviews were conducted gave all candidates f or RC an 
equal and unbiased chance of success. Great effort has been 
spent by this researcher and the office of student l ife t o 
assure consistency of Leaderless Group Interview conditions . 
It was assumed that resident s taff members who wer e rating 
the candidates on performance during the L. G. I. were 
qualified and insightful in their a ssessments. Lastly, it 
was assumed that a ll participants in the study were cooper-
ative and did not behave in ways that would purposeful ly 
undermine or dece ive the research proj ect . 
Definition of Terms 
For purposes of thi s s tudy , the following definitions 
of terms will be us ed : 
Counselor Effectiveness 
Counselor ef f ectiveness will be defined by the scores 
obtained on the Ha rkness Assessment of Resident Counselors 
(HARC) . There are two scales on the HARC: Scal e One 
measures the recommendation for the RC to return the 
following year ; Scale Two is a composite score of 10 items 
on the HARC that describe counselor effectiveness. 
ll 
Resident Counselor (RC) 
A residence counselor (RC) is a student at the University 
of the Pacific who was accepted to join the resident staff 
and live in a dormitory. RCs are usually sophomore through 
senior undergraduate students. They reside in the dormitory 
and provide counseling to students for l academic year 
before they are evaluated and invited back for the next 
academic year. They receive room and board for compensation. 
Criterion Referenced Leaderless Group Interview (L.G.I.) 
An L.G.I. is a sample of behavior that requires a 
prospective RC to explain how he or she would react to a 
problem situation similar to those encountered in residence 
hall counseling. The leaderless group is composed of 7 to 
10 candidates and is evaluated by 18 to 25 experienced RCs. 
Each candidate is given a score from l to 5 based on the 
candidates performance on the L.G.I. (l is poor, 5 is 
excellent). The candidates are asked to respond to two 
different prewritten problem situations and are ranked as 
to their performance on both problems. The evaluation 
scores are averaged and it is this score that is used to 
rank each candidate for selection purposes and for analysis 
in this study. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study was conducted at the University __ of __ khe _______________ __ 
Pacific in Stockton, California. U.O.P. is a private 
University that houses over 70% of its undergraduate 
12 
students in University operated facilities that use RCs. The 
results of this research should not be generalized to univer-
sity settings that greatly differ from the U.O.P. campus 
environment. The research is intended to be of value for 
medium-sized private universities that provide para-
professional residence counseling services to students 
housed in dormitories. In addition, this study used the 
California Psychological Inventory, the Rotter Locus of 
Control Scale, and a criterion referenced Leaderless Group 
Interview as predictors of RC effectiveness. It is recog-
nized that other measurement instruments exist that may be 
effective predictors but were not used. Lastly, the 
Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors is an instru-
ment that has proven effective for evaluating only U.O.P. 
para-professional counselors. Validity studies need to be 
conducted in other university environments where the role 
of the RC or the student populations acting as evaluators 
are different than at the University of the Pacific. 
Summary 
This study examines the predictive strength of the 
C.P.r. subscales, Rotter Locus of Control Scale, and 
Leaderless Group Interview ratings in selecting effective 
residence counselors at the University of the Pacific. The 
study is based on students who were selected to join the 
resident counselor staff and who completed the C.P.I., 
L.G.I., and Rotter Locus of Control. The RCs were then 
evaluated on performance by students who lived in their 
respective dormitories. 
A review of literature will be presented in Chapter II 
of this study and methodology will be discussed in Chapter 
III. Results of how the predictor variables relate to the 
dependent variable measure of resident counselor effective-
ness will be analyzed in Chapter IV. Conclusions, limita-
tions, and implications for further research on this topic 
will be discussed in Chapter V. 
13 
Chapter II: Review of the Literature 
Introduction 
14 
The subject of residential hall life, its importance 
and influences on the many phases of student life, occupies 
a prominent place in the literature of higher education. 
Gone are the days in which campus life was seen by educators 
and the public alike as a temporary haven from the soon to 
be experienced trauma of real life. Instead, campus life 
is a microcosmic reflection of the world with all its prob-
lems and anomalies. Indeed, the heighte~ed consciousness 
level of young adults in an educational environment often 
tends to amplify an awareness of life questions. This fact, 
combined with pressures from academic demands, reveals the 
importance of the maintenance of a supportive influence in 
residence halls. 
The effect of residential hall life on students is 
enormous. It acts as a surrogate home and family to the 
student (Croake, Hanson & Kirkland, 1980). More widely, 
evidence exists that satisfaction with housing is positively 
related to general life satisfaction (Chilman, 1978). The 
quality of residence hall life is a focal point of interest 
in the educational community. The single greatest influence 
on the life quality is the residence counselor (RC) 
(Williams & Reilley, 1974). 
The RC is a student providing counseling services to 
other students. The effects of such a peer influence have 
been widely studied. The use of such para-professionals has 
15 
been shown to exert a moderate influence in altering student 
behavior to achieve a higher degree of personal development 
(Brown, 1972). Furthermore, the most effective teachers were 
found to be the students themselves (Hazen Foundation, 1968) 
and peer-advised students consistently outrated faculty-
advised students in areas of scholastic functioning and 
counseling satisfaction (Jennings, 1978). 
While the beneficial influence of utilizing a member of 
the student peer group itself underscores the importance of 
the RC, other factors also serve the same purpose. Maturity 
levels of the students and grade point averages were posi-
tively influenced by the RC's job behavior (Zirkle & Hudson, 
1975). Osterhout (1977) views the RC's role as no less than 
vital to the development of the student's entire personal 
make-up. Conroy (1978) posits that the fiscal integrity of 
the American system of higher education rests on a human-
istic approach to students. The RC serves as a human 
resource in keeping with such an approach. 
This chapter will examine the role of RCs at the 
University of the Pacific (U.O.P.) as well as several other 
universities. In addition, the selection and training of 
RCs will be explored. Lastly, the standardized tests used 
in this study will be reviewed. 
The Role of the Residence Counselor 
The role of the RC has been expanded proportionately 
with the educational community's awareness of its import and 
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demands made by a changing environment. RCs have advanced 
from being mere social chairmen and disciplinarians (Stark, 
1959). No longer are their duties confined to extracurri-
cular activity coordination, rule enforcement, and law 
making (Williamson, 1961). Rather, the RC is regularly 
confronted with a melange of life dilemmas. Questions and 
problems concerning sexual issues, drug use and abuse, 
academic problems, suicide threats, and overt psychoses are 
within the current sphere of the RC's job (O'Donnell & 
Oglesby, 1978; Shipton & Schuh, 1982). In light of these 
facts, the role of counseling has been upgraded to a primary 
position in the list of requirements for RC (Brady, 1955; 
Jennings, 1978; Madison, 1966; O'Donnell et al., 1978; 
Riker, 1965; Schroeder & Willis, 1973; Thomas, 1979). 
In the role of counselor, the RC assists in" ... helping 
students make choices ... ; helping students bring about 
changes in their pattern of actions, thoughts or feelings; 
or referring students to mental health professionals ... " 
(Shipton & Schuh, 1982). This definition underscores the 
many job skills required of an effective RC. 
Foremost among these skills are good problem solving 
techniques (O'Donnell & Oglesby, 1978) and decision making 
mechanisms (Chamberlain & Schuh, 1982). As contingent 
elements of these abilities, communication skills, teamwork 
skills, advisory skills, confrontation skills, and person-
ality deviation identification skills are required (Thomas, 
1979; Lillis & Schuh, 1982). 
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At U.O.P., the role of RC includes three major functions: 
l) staff, 2) management, and 3) counseling. Staff functions 
include attending in-service training programs and assisting 
in opening and closing of the residence halls. Additional 
staff functions involve reporting regularly to their Head 
Resident or Director about general problems and concerns 
influencing students in their living area. Management func-
tions include encouraging students to abide by all univer-
sity regulations and policies. Furthermore, the RC is to 
assist with the checking in and checking out of students as 
well as attending house meetings. Counseling functions are 
central to the role of the RC and encompass a broad range of 
counseling skills. The RC must be aware of group dynamics 
and assist students in getting to know one another. The RC 
should be able to assist students in personal and academic 
growth by providing guidance and counseling to students as 
needed. The RC serves as a referral agent to university 
community services including the Health and Counseling Center. 
A somewhat detailed description of RC functions is found in 
Appendix I. In order to perform the above-mentioned functions, 
it is important for the RC to be trained and to develop 
counseling skills. The next section reviews the important 
role of training of RCs. 
Training of Resident Counselors ___________________ __ 
It is not surprising, given the skills required of the 
RC, that much of the literature is concerned with training 
methods. O'Donnell and Oglesby (1978) emphasize the 
importance of developing counseling skills. Their program 
includes five 60 to 90-minute sessions wherein RCs are 
instructed in the uses offeeling-cause statements and open-
ended questions in relation to problem exploration, state-
ment and solution. Shipton & Schuh (1982) studied tasks 
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common to RCs and posited that, due to the predominance of 
problems requiring counseling expertise, staff development 
should concentrate on training in the areas of human relations, 
individual counseling methods, and proper referral to campus 
resources. 
In order to effectuate such a goal, Osterhout (1977) 
espouses the effectiveness of using microcounseling techniques 
in training of RCs. Microcounseling entails "scaled-down 
interviewing sessions in which one particular skill is focused 
on and about which the trainee is given immediate feedback," 
(Clack et al., 1975). A study based on training of RCs 
using a human relationship program integrated with micro-
counseling skills significantly improved interpersonal 
relationships (Clack et al., 1975). In an effort to impact 
effective interviewing skills in counseling situations, Ivey 
(1971) taught procedures designed to invite thought and 
feeling expression, develop listening skills, and enhance 
feedback techniques using microcounseling. The studies have 
shown positive results in skill enhancement and its retention. 
As a fundamental part of the development of interpersonal 
skills, team building, and group processing skills as wellas 
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academic and procedural techniques are accentuated in 
Jennings (1978) nine-module, 4 week training session. Quali-
tative data analysis reflected some success with increasing 
prediction of effective RCs after the session. 
Emphasis on structural training, improvement of problem 
solving, and decision making skills using case book studies 
are Chamberlain and Schuh's (1982) suggestion for the train-
ing of RCs. They present qualitative data suggesting 
increased understanding of role requirements and increased 
practical knowledge as evidence of its effectiveness. 
Acknowledging the diversity of skills required by 
effective RCs, Mitnick (1979) developed the rather complex 
Skills-to Training Matrix. She uses resource-referral 
skills, interpersonal skills, personal role competency, 
facilitative skills, and controlling skills to assess the 
effectiveness of training procedures and to aid in the 
selection, design, and implementation of training programs 
for residence advisors. Duval (1967) also acknowledges 
the importance of evaluating the residence environment in 
order to improve training programs of RCs. 
There is no dearth of material relating to the training 
element in helping the RC operate more effectively. The 
time and cost considerations in devising and implementing 
such procedures underscore the importance of viable selec-
tion methods for RCs to insure maximum results. 
----------
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The Selection of Residence Counselors 
The question of reliability and validity of various 
methods used to select residence counselors (RCs) remains a 
major focus in the current research concerning residence 
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counselor selection. The reliability of a selection technique 
may be viewed as the consistency with which that technique 
gathers candidate information and renders logical conclusions 
from this information. Validity is the degree to which a 
selection technique gathers accurate candidate information and 
leads to accurate predictions of Resident Counselor effective-
ness (Ostroth, 1981). The following review of research is 
dedicated to the identification of criteria used to evaluate 
the RC and selection methods used to attempt the prediction 
of effective Resident Counselors. 
A key issue mentioned earlier in this chapter concerns 
the role of Resident Counselor and the selection criteria 
that serves to predict individuals who are successful in 
that role. Clear definition of the function of the Residence 
Counselor is needed before evaluation instruments can be 
constructed and methods of selection can be developed. 
Therefore, a key issue in the research on this topic is how 
well the researchers have operationalized the function of 
the Resident Counselor. A review of this section illustrates 
the varying degrees of success with which this task has been 
accomplished. 
Of primary importance in selecting RCs is a determination 
of the personal qualities required for job effectiveness. 
Wotruba (1969), after evaluating the literature, states RCs 
should be extroverted, intuitive, feeling and perceptive. 
Other researchers have attempted to define the RC's role 
requirements and develop appropriate selection methods. 
Schroeder and Willis (1973) recognized the need to 
define a criterion of job effectiveness in order to select 
an adequate predictive model. Building on the findings of 
Graff and Bradshaw (1970), the investigators hypothesized 
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that 12 of the subscales on the Personal Orientation 
Inventory (POI) would discriminate between rejected and 
accepted applicants for RC positions. They further hypothe-
sized that accepted RCs would score higher on the POI than 
those rejected applicants. The researchers conjectured that 
effective RCs had high self-actualization traits and the POI, 
as a measurement of such qualities, would accurately predict 
successful job behavior. These hypotheses were not confirmed. 
The experiment, conducted at Oregon State University, 
was integrated into the existing selection procedure (2-
structured interviews and an L.G.I.). Results of ANOVA 
revealed no significant differences between the accepted and 
rejected applicants for the position. While the hypotheses 
could not be statistically sustained, interesting sexual 
differences were noted. Selected male RCs obtained slightly 
lower mean scores on 9 of the 12 POI scales than those 
rejected male applicants. If self-actualization is a measure 
of RC adequacy, the data suggests that evaluators tended to 
down play this aspect in the selection of male RCs. This 
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highlights the obvious weaknesses ·in the study: Interviewer 
bias and inadequate selection tools led the researchers to 
urge further research into developing empirical criteria for 
RC selection. 
Attempts to relate standard test scores to levels of 
effective RC job performances have been disappointing. The 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, Strong Vocational 
Interest Blank, Edwards Personal Preference Scale, and 
California Psychological Inventory were unable to discriminate 
between highly evaluated and poorly evaluated RCs (Shroeder 
and Dowse, 1968). 
Wachowiak and Bauer (1976), using subjects from the 
University of North Carolina, Charlotte, tested with the 
Myers-Briggs Indicators to determine its reliability as a 
RC selection tool. They posited that effective decision 
making was an important aspect of aRC's success. Myers-
Briggs, measuring basic Jungian functions, offer limited 
measurement validity for types of perception and learning 
styles important to decision making skills. Four scales 
(Extrovert-Introvert, Sensing-Intuitive, Thinking-Feeling, 
Judging-Perceiving) of the Myers-Briggs were used to determine 
differences between accepted/rejected applicants, all 
applicants/norm group, accepted applicants/student evaluations, 
and accepted applicants/head resident evaluations. 
Statistical difference was found only on the Judging-
Perceiving element between accepted and rejected applicants. 
All applicants had higher extroverted scores than the norm 
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group. The only significant correlation between scores on the 
Myers-Briggs and evaluations were seen in the Sensing-Intuitive 
subscale. Head Residence Counselors rated RCs more effective 
who were able to function in areas of program development and 
disciplinary action. The investigators concluded that Myers-
Briggs was not a reliable selection measurement and suggested 
that the best available selection model may well be the 
selection interview. In order to minimize the bias inherent 
in the interview situation, the interviewers must be trained 
to evaluate responses according to a normed method in a 
standardized setting. 
The most widely used selection technique for undergraduate 
paraprofessionals has been the interview (German, 1979). The 
greatest predictive validity of candidate selection has been 
shown to be the structured, limited scope interview (Ulrich 
& Trumbo, 1965). Schmitt (1976) further refines the 
procedures by adding a knowledge of job requirements, use of 
trained interviewers, and a standardized evaluation of appli-
cants' interpersonal skills and personal attributes. 
Sellers and Lavine (1982) developed a criteria-based 
approach to staff interviewing and selection procedures for 
RCs at the State University of New York based on the above-
referenced constructs. They believe that a structured 
interview, knowledge of job requirements, and an unbiased 
evaluative technique would be a significant predic._t_o_r_of---RC--------- --
performance. The five categories rated during the structured 
interview were communication skills, leadership qualities, 
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self-awareness, job awareness, and interpersonal skills. The 
researchers believed these qualities reflected the basic job 
requirements. The researchers based their belief in this 
method on a review of related literature and no attempt was 
made to verify the statistical validity of this method. 
Obviously, further investigation is required before their 
premises can be substantiated. 
Course-based selection procedures, combining training 
with the selection process were found to be successful with 
both RC role perceptions and student evaluations of perfor-
mance (Carrenti & Tuttle, 1972; Greenleaf, 1967; Sardeen, 
1967; Upcraft, Pelato & Peterman, 1975). Bumba, Heyl, Miller, 
and Schuh (1980) used these findings to test the effective-
ness of a course-based selection procedure at Indiana Univer-
sity. Eight hours of course-based training including 
personal philosophy, job duties, leadership and advisory 
skills, and social issues were included in the selection 
process for a group of RC applicants. Differences in 
perceived effectiveness of the RCs, themselves, were 
evaluated between those selected by the traditional and 
training seminar groups. Additiunally, subgroup evaluators 
in the traditional and seminar groups were tested to deter-
mine statistical differences between their perceptions of 
group effectiveness. 
Results of the measures revealed that the candidates 
selected from the seminar group believe that they were better 
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prepared for the job because they were more familiar with 
positional requirements, goals and objectives. The candidates 
selected from the traditional group, however, felt they were 
better able to express their personal aptitude and skills in 
the interview setting. More importantly, however, the tradit-
ional method was proven more effective in selecting successful 
and unsuccessful RCs than was the course-based selection model. 
Bumba speculated that the traditional interview setting should 
be used as a selection model for RCs. The training model 
should then be used on the selected RCs for a better under-
standing of job requirements. 
The fascination with personality variables as predictors 
of RC effectiveness continues to intrigue researchers. Thomas 
(1979) working with students at Indiana University of Pennsyl-
vania utilized several personality instruments in order to 
determine their ability to predict RC effectiveness as rated 
by students. All scales but the Masculinity subscale of the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (G-ZTS), the Time 
component and Inner directed subscales of the Personal Orien-
tation Inventory (POI), and the entire Eleven Motivational 
Factors Measurement were used in the study. 
The results of stepwise Multiple Regression showed 
significant relationships between several predictor scales 
and the criterion (G-ZTS, POI, RAEF). Only the G-ZTS subscales 
of sociability and restraint 2roduced signi_f_ii:Bnt_co-r-r-e-la-6-iGH-s~;---­
however, and these were relatively modest. Interestingly, 
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no significant differences were found between male and female 
RCs. 
Because of the unsubstantive nature of the findings, 
Thomas could not show the effectiveness of his model. He 
did speculate that since these instruments measured self-
actualization that the literature, if not statistical data, 
did support its use in selection. A plausible explanation 
for this apparent contradiction may rest with the evaluative 
instrument used on this study, the RAEF. 
The Resident Assistant Evaluation Form (RAEF) has been 
the standard evaluation measure of RC performance. However, 
serious doubts have surfaced as to the instrument's ability 
to measure desirable and necessary qualities in Residence 
Advisors (Thomas, 1979). If the instrument is not a valid 
measure for RCs' effectiveness, it certainly would have 
affected Thomas' results. Additionally, the need for the 
development of a reliable and valid measuring devise is once 
again underscored. 
Bass (1949) outlines a selection technique known as the 
Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD). This technique has been 
used in a few investigations concerning the selection of RCs 
and the predictive value of this technique remains undeter-
mined at this time. Some researchers, Banta and McCormick 
(1969) and Mullozzi and Spees (1971) endorse this technique 
for use in RC selection. However ,___in_the_on-1-y-p-l"eEl-i&b--:i:-ve 
study on the LGD, Haldane (1973) could not identify a signifi-
cant correlation between LGD ratings and job performance. Her 
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study used the RAEF as a measure of RC effectiveness and once 
again, the results may have been tainted by possible defects 
in this instrument. In addition, she used the California 
Psychological Inventory as an additional selection instrument. 
Haldane's study was the closest in nature to the current 
research effort, but is structurally different in research 
design. The criterion Referenced Leaderless Group Interview 
(LGI) technique used in the current study is heavily founded 
in active problem solving of crisis situations likely to be 
encountered in the performance of residence counseling. 
Evaluative criterion on the L.G.I. is similar to those used 
on the Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors (HARC) 
effectiveness. In addition, a sizeable group of current 
residence counselors (approximately 25) were employed to 
evaluate each candidate's performance on the L.G.I. 
Several issues concerning the correctness of research 
design and sample size account for the lack of significant 
correlations between the predictor and criterion measures. 
There are serious questions about how well the RAEF measures 
desirable and necessary qualities of effective RCs (Thomas, 
1979). The language of the RAEF as well as its subject matter 
appea~ somewhat dated. As cited in a previous section, the 
role of the RC has incorporated paraprofessional counseling 
as its chief duty. This factor is notable by its absence in 
the RAEF. Haldane, there_f_o_r_e_,_us-ed-a.I"J.-i-rr-s-t-l"Bmen~~ha-t-was 
normed and validated to predict attributes that are not 
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necessarily related to effective counseling. In addition, 
there is no direct link between the LGD and the RAEF. Ostroth 
(1981) stresses the need for clear performance evaluation 
criteria to be directly related to selection procedures. 
Lastly, the sample size of 20 may have been too small to 
produce significant correlations. 
Haldane (1973) did not find the CPI useful for selection. 
Other researchers (Ball, 1977; Dorin, 1974; Morton, 1975), 
however, did discover correlations between the CPI and RC 
effectiveness. The interesting issue common to successful 
research in this area is that the subscales of the CPI vary 
and are no doubt related to the criterion evaluation instru-
ment by which RC effectiveness is judged. 
Dorin (1974) also used the RAEF as his criterion measure 
of RC effectiveness and found the CPI subscales that best 
predicted male RC effectiveness differed from the CPI subscales 
that best predicted female RC effectiveness. His research 
utilized 49 male and 53 female RCs. A stepwise multiple 
regression analysis was used to develop the best predictors 
for males and females. Dorin's study found that the psycholo-
gical mindedness, good impression,and well being scales were 
positively correlated to female RC effectiveness. For male 
RCs, flexibility, communality, social presence, and femininity 
correlated positively with effectiveness. Dominance and 
soc ia b i 1 it y were co rr e 1 at ed n ega t iJLel¥-W-i-t:-1"1.-rna-1-e-RG-e-f-.fe e-t-ive,=------
ness. In each set of predictor variables, less than 30% of the 
variance in the criterion RAEF variable could be accounted for. 
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However, both batteries of predictors were significant at the 
.01 level. Dorin concluded that the CPI was a valuable instru-
ment to use in conjunction with other RC selection methods. 
Other research has been conducted using CPI subscales. 
Ball (1977) found that the CPI subscales of flexibility and 
achievement via independence were positively correlated to 
RC effectiveness as measured by the evaluations given them by 
supervisors. The CPI has been frequently used in studies that 
aim to isolate personality factors associated with effective 
residence counseling. 
The literature on the subject of selection of RCs 
illustrates the importance of the RC's role in directly 
affecting the quality of student life. The cost/time factors 
involved in training these counselors emphasize the need for 
an effective selection method. Finally, the necessity of 
establishing an evaluation instrument that accurately reflects 
effective job performance is essential. The review of litera-
ture on selection of RCs reflects the above-stated needs that 
currently exist in residential life programs. 
Selection instruments used in this study need careful 
consideration. The instruments should demonstrate reliability 
and validity as well as relatedness to RC job performance. 
The California Psychological Inventory which measures aspects 
of social living and interaction and the Rotter Locus of 
Control Scale which measures a person's perceived control_Q[___ __________ _ 
reinforcements appear to be appropriate standardized tests to 
measure qualities required in RC work. These two instruments 
will be discussed in some detail. 
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The Rotter Locus of Control Scale 
The usefulness of the Rotter Locus of Control Scale in 
the selection of effective RCs has yet to be demonstrated. 
Although the instrument has not been used in any such study, 
it appears to be particularly well suited to such an endeavor 
for several reasons. The locus of control construct was 
developed from the social learning theory of Julian B. Rotter. 
Social learning theory is a theory of how choices are made by 
individuals from the variety of potential behaviors available 
to them (Phares, 1976). Rotter has described social learning 
theories from an "expectancy-reinforcement" point of view 
(1954, p. 80). When considering which behaviors have the 
strongest chance of occurring, Phares (1976) suggests that we 
consider expectancy, reinforcement value,and the psychological 
situation. Social learning theory stresses that the individual 
learns by past experiences and that certain behaviors will be 
more likely to occur in some particular situations than in 
others. In social learning theory, a reinforcement acts to 
strengthen the expectancy that a certain event will be followed 
by that reinforcement (Rotter, 1966). These specific and 
generalized expectancies concerning our behavior serve as the 
basis of the Rotter Internal-External Locus of Control Scale. 
Rotter explains the internal-external locus of control 
construct in his 1966 monograph: 
When a reinforcement is perceived by__!:._he subj~c_t~-------------------­
as following some action of this own but not being 
entirely contingent upon his action, then in our 
culture, it is typically perceived as the result 
of luck, chance, fate, as under the control of 
powerful others, or is unpredictable because of 
the great complexity of the forces surrounding 
him. When the event is interpreted in this way 
by an individual, we have labeled this a belief 
in external control. If the person perceives 
that that event is contingent upon his own 
behavior or his own relatively permanent 
characteristics, we have termed this a belief in 
internal control (Rotter, 1966, pp. l, underscored 
in the original). 
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A central question in using the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 
to select RCs is, will the generalized expectancies of RCs 
affect their performance on the job? In several experiments, 
Weiner (1974) consistently found that when individuals perceive 
a high internal locus of control, and seem to have control over 
their behavior, successful performance on previous tasks leads 
to increased expectations of success on future tasks. Similarly 
Weiner (1974) found that unsuccessful previous performance 
leads to reduced expectations for success on future tasks 
undertaken by highly internal locus of control individuals. 
In contrast, Weiner (1974) found that previous task success 
or failure had no effect on performance expectations of highly 
external locus of control individuals. In short, the old 
--- aclage-o-f____ll_success 15reeas success 11 seems to be true for 
internals and not especially true for externals. 
u 
~ 
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Another factor affecting job performance and locus of 
;: 
il ~ control is management style. Mitchell, Smyser and Weed (1975) 
~ discovered that people with high internal locus of control 
~ 
J were more satisfied and productive under a participative style ~ 
of management. Externals on the contrary preferred a more 
directive style of management. Valecha (1972) found that 
internals were more successful in their careers and were more 
often found in positions of leadership. 
The level of work-related stress associated with the job 
assignment also affects job performance for RCs. Locus of 
control can influence experienced stress by affecting perceived 
ability to cope with (and possibly alter) a stressful environ-
ment (Steers, 1981). Internals are more likely to become upset 
by threats to the control of the surrounding environment than 
are externals. Carver and Glass (1978) found that internals 
react to frustrating situations with aggressiveness aimed at 
an attempt to reassert control over the environment. On the 
other hand, externals tend to be more resolved to external 
control and are less upset by a turbulent work environment. 
Another study indicated that when internals are faced 
with a stressful situation which they can control, they take 
charge of modifying the environment and reducing or eliminating 
stressors (Steers, 1981). The extent to which the environment 
can be changed has a significant impact on the reactions and 
performance of internals and externals in stressful situations. 
--~erefore, RCs' locus of control could affect job performance 
and the quality of crisis management in stressful situations. 
Because locus of control has been shown to have a 
dynamic influence on job-related behaviors, its affect on 
the functioning of an RC deserves study. The Rotter Locus 
of Control Scale should be, then, an appropriate and useful 
tool in the selection of RCs. 
Validation of the Locus of Control 
A great volume of research has been done over the past 
15 years regarding the locus of control construct. The 
construct and predictive validity of the I-E scale appear 
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to be supported by both predictive studies and research 
correlating locus of control with behavioral criteria. The 
use of the Rotter Locus of Control Scale for selecting RCs 
seems particularly appropriate considering the 29-item scale 
was standardized on college students (Rotter, 1966, 1975). 
Test-retest reliability studies for periods of 1 to 2 months 
ranged between .49 and .83. One study reported test-retest 
reliability measures of .75 over a 6 week period (Hersche & 
Scheibe, 1967). Internal consistency estimates were reported 
in Phares (1976) to range in the low .70s. 
Several reviews of locus of control constructs and the 
validity and reliability of the Rotter Scale have been 
reported (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966; Phares, 1976; Rotter, 
1966; Tyre, 1972). It appears that there is a general 
concensus that the Rotter Scale has be_en_ellalua-t-sGl-anEl--------~· 
determined to be of sound construct and predictive validity. 
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The use of the Rotter Locus of Control Scale has yet 
~ to be used to predict RC's effectiveness. This study will 
1 explore its utility in this area. 
<I 
The California Psychological Inventory 
The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) has been 
used in several studies that investigate selection of effec-
tive RCs (Ball, 1977; Barnes, 1972; Dorin, 1974; Hall & 
Creed, 1979; Schroeder & Dowse, 1968; Thomas, 1979). 
Isolating predictive personality traits of effective RCs 
requires an instrument that is appropriate for college-aged 
persons. Gough (1969) developed normative data on college 
populations and presents profiles of college students in the 
CPI manual. The CPI is intended for use with normal, non-
psychiatrically disturbed people. The 18 subscales address 
personality characteristics important to social living and 
social interaction. As the CPI measures social skills, its 
use with RCs is particularly well suited. The use of CPI in 
the selection of RCs is addressed in some detail in the 
"Selection of Residence Counselors" section of this chapter. 
The CPI has the reputation for being an empirically 
derived inventory, however, 5 of the 18 scales have been 
constructed rationally (Megargee, 1972). The scales of Social 
Presence, Self-Acceptance, Self-Control, and Flexibility were 
developed by a factor analytic research approach known a . _,_s ~­
internal consistency analysis (Megargee, 1972). This approach 
involves constructing an item pool of questions that appear 
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to be related to a particular factor. The items are given 
to groups of people who have been determined to possess the 
particular trait. Each item is correlated with the factor, 
j and items are selected for the scale based on high corre-
! 
lations to the factor. The scale of communality was derived 
by using a combination of rational and empirical procedures. 
This scale is used to identify persons who give a large 
number of atypical responses and hence could be faking the 
test or misunderstanding the instructions (Gough, 1969). 
The CPI has undergone extensive validity and reliability 
analysis. Short-term test-retest reliability in college 
populations range from .71 to .90 with a median of .83 (Hase 
& Goldberg, 1967). Test-retest for 1 year time periods 
range from the .60s to .70s indicating moderate stability 
over a l year period (Megargee, 1972). The CPI has been 
reviewed for internal consistency, validity, and reliability 
by numerous researchers in the field of psychometrics and 
there appears to be a general concensus that the CPI is one 
of the more stable and reliable instruments in the field. 
A description of each of the 18 CPI scales and how high and 
low scores on the scales tend to be viewed are explained in 
some detail in Appendix H. 
Summary 
Selection o f~efLect-i-ve-RG-s---i-nvo-J:ve-s-i-den e--rrica t ion and 
definition of several issues. First, the role of the RC must 
be spelled out in clear and operationally defined terms. 
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Second, a reliable and valid assessment of RC effectiveness 
needs to be utilized. The assessment instrument should 
accurately reflect the criteria necessary for "good" job 
performance. Next, selection instruments need to be 
directly related to the evaluation criteria. It is this 
linkage between selection instruments and evaluation instru-
ments that is missing in most personnel selection models, 
including the selection of RCs. 
The selection of the RC at U.O.P. uses a technique that 
this researcher has identified as a criterion referenced 
Leaderless Group Interview. Several researchers have used 
the Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD) as a means for selec-
tion of RCs. However, a fundamental weakness in these 
studies has been the lack of identifiable criteria in the 
LGD relating to effective performance evaluations. This 
study attempts to measure factors in the L.G.I. that do 
relate to the factors that were used in evaluating RC 
effectiveness. 
The selection of the Rotter Locus of Control (L.O.C.) 
as a predictor of RC effectiveness was due to its ability to 
measure an individual's perceived control of reinforcement. 
This perception of control over reinforcement was seen by 
this researcher as being a closely related factor to success-
fully performing the three basic functions of the RC at U.O.P., 
and as being c 1 o s e Ly~r_elated-t-G-t-1-le-&r-i-t-e-ri-a-a-s-s-e-s-s ed~i--rr-Efie 
performance evaluations of RCs. The L.O.C. has never been 
used in a predictive study on the selection of effective RCs. 
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The C. P. I. was als·o reviewed in this chapter and was 
included in this study due to its wide usage in studies of 
RC selection and due to its ability to measure issues concerning 
social living and social interaction. These factors were also 
seen by the researcher as being closely related to the criteria 
on the evaluation instrument. It was the concerted effort of 
this researcher in developing the linkage between selection 
criteria and evaluation criteria that distinguishes this study 
from several past research efforts. Chapter III will examine 
the subjects, procedures, reliability and validity of instru-
ments, and methodology used in this study. 
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Chapter III: Methodology 
Introduction 
This study investigated the relationship between the 
predictor variables of counselor locus of control, personality 
characteristics and performance on a leaderless group inter-
view and the criterion measure of counselor performance. Locus 
of control was measured by the Rotter Internal-External Locus 
of Control Scale. Personality characteristics were measured 
by the 18 scales of the California Psychological Inventory. 
Performance in the leaderless group interview was measured by 
the L.G.I. Evaluation Form. 
The criterion variable of counselor effectiveness was 
measured by the Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors 
(HARC) which produced two scales for evaluation of residence 
counselors' performance. Pearson Product-Moment correlations 
were calculated between each predictor variable and both 
criterion measures. Predictors that illustrated the highest 
correlations to the criterion measure and lowest intracorre-
lations were selected to form a stepwise multiple regression 
analysis. 
Procedures 
Subjects 
Subjects were first and second-year resident counselors 
(RCs) employed b;r the UnbLers_it-y-o-f-t-he-P-a&-i-f-ie---co-s-erve----as 
para-professional undergraduate RCs in university housing 
facilities. Subjects were enrolled in full-time undergraduate 
course work at U.O.P. in Stockton, California. In addition 
to the RCs, there was a much larger group of the general 
student population who live in residence facilities who 
served as evaluators of RC effectiveness. This group was 
asked to complete the HARC for the RCs assigned to their 
living area. The last group to participate in this study 
were the candidates who applied for the position of RC and 
were not asked to join the resident staff. These students 
were rated on the Leaderless GrouR Interview (L.G.I.) form 
and contributed to the establishment of reliability 
measures of the L.G.I. rating form. 
Sample. The initial experimental sample used to 
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develop the predictive model was 83 RCs at U.O.P. in Stockton, 
California, between the years of 1976 and 1977. Of that 
total, both predictive criteria and measures of effectiveness 
were obtained on 72 RCs. This group was composed of 31 
female and 41 male RCs. The ages of the RCs ranged from 
19 years to 23 years. All counselors were full-time students 
at the University during the course of this study. 
The next group of participants were 720 students who 
ranked the RCs on their effectiveness. The study evalu-
ators were randomly selected from each RC's immediate living 
area of. responsibility. This group served as evaluators and 
for the establishment of reliability measures associated with 
the Harkness AS_S_eS sment o-f-R@s-iGl@n~e--Gel:lns-e-1:-e-rs-E-HARe 7-.----------
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The third group of participants in this study were 100 
students who applied for the position of RC. Many of these 
were not selected to join the resident staff. This group was 
the object of over 2,500 rankings made by the current resident 
staff members on each person's performance oh the L.G.I. The 
rankings that were made on this group were used in the assess-
ment of reliability associated with the rating procedures of 
L.G.I. perfo~ance. 
The Residence Counselor at U.O.P. The RC at U.O.P. 
serves several functions other than being a counselor in 
residence. They occasionally are involved in the interpre-
tation and enforcement of University policy. The RC is not 
a law enforcement-oriented person. The University has a 
professional law enforcement staff that are responsible for 
legal issues. The RC may call the University police if she/he 
notices a crime in progress or any matter that requires the 
attention of law enforcement personnel. The primary function 
of the RC is to serve the student population in residence 
halls by providing counseling and guidance services as needed. 
The RC is in a leadership role for students who reside in the 
same residence hall. S/he will organize group activities for 
students and coordinate residence hall functions when 
necessary. The RC begins each year by participating in 
numerous training seminars aimed at improving their counseling 
skills and understanding of University policy or residence 
hall procedures. After completion of the 2 week training 
sessions, RCs are given feedback by their Head Residents or 
Directors who serve as the RC's immediate superior. The RC 
is evaluated at mid-year and critiques are given to improve 
counseling or dorm-management skills. It is expected that 
each RC interacts with students on a continuous basis 
throughout the year. 
Instrumentation 
Locus of Control. The instrument used to assess the 
RCs' internal-external locus of control was the Rotter 
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966). 
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The Rotter Scale is included in Appendix A. Many researchers 
have evaluated the validity and reliability of the Rotter 
Scale (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1976; Phares, 1976; Rotter, 1966; 
Tyre, 1972). This research has been detailed in Chapter II 
and supports the general acceptance of the Rotter Scale as 
being stable over time and having moderate construct and 
predictive validity. 
The California Psychological Inventory. The instrument 
used to assess the personality characteristics of the RCs was 
the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1969). The 
CPI has been used in several studies that investigate the 
selection of residence assistants (Ball, 1977; Barnes, 1972; 
Dorin, 1974; Hall & Creed, 1979; Thomas, 1979). The 18 
subscales of the CPI address personality characteristics 
important to social living and social interaction. As the 
role of RC frequently assumes these skills, it is no surprise 
that the CPI has been used in several investigations. The 
CPI has undergone extensive validity and reliability analysis. 
Megargee (1972) reports numerous studies that suggest the 
general acceptance among testing experts of the stability 
and validity of the CPI. A more detailed review of the CPI 
was presented in Chapter II. 
The Criterion-Referenced Leaderless Group Interview 
Rating. The performance in the Leaderless Group Interview 
was measured by a five-point Likert style forced choice 
ranking. The average ranking of the evaluators was used as 
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one of the predictor variables in this study. A copy of the 
L.G.I. physical layout requirements, ranking forms, and 
instructions are included in Appendix B. The L.G.I. lS a 
group discussion among RC candidates and is required prior 
to selection. The interview consists of three discussions 
about problems likely to occur in a residence hall that RCs 
must deal with. In fact, the three situations are based on 
actual events that have occurred in the past at U.O.P. 
The first situation concerns a multidimensional problem. 
Ten to twelve candidates are seated around a table and are 
asked to read the problem situation statement. Approximately 
20 current resident staff members encircle the group of 
candidates and observe their performance during the subsequent 
discussion of the problem situation. The first situation 
requires the candidate to handle a multidimensional problem. 
An example of this first problem situation is stated below: 
You and John are both second year R.C. 's. This ~~~~~-howe-ve-r---,----i-s~yetl-r--f-i--rs-t-ye-ar-of wo rl<i._..n:_g:__t;:_-_o_g_e-;t-;h"-=e~r--__~~~~~~~ 
in the same hall. From what you know of him, 
you like him. He is fun loving and outgoing, 
seems to enjoy people, was popular with his 
residents last year, and apparently did an 
excellent job. 
Not long into the semester, a resident from John's 
floor starts stopping by your room. At first, you 
welcome her, but as the weeks continue, you find 
that Patti is constantly in your room. She talks 
to you about her problems. She says she is fail-
ing her classes, and she doesn't seem to like her 
roommate. One day, while listening to her, you 
carefully remind her that John is also her R.C. 
and is very capable of helping her, too. Patti 
answers that it wouldn't do any good because John 
won't listen to her and that there are always 
other people in his room. Besides, she doesn't 
like the "party atmosphere" around his room, 
either. A week later, Patti stops by your room 
late one afternoon. She is crying and tells you 
that now her boyfriend has just broken up with her. 
You spend another hour with her calming her down. 
Late that same night, you are awakened by a loud 
pounding on your door. It is a distraught and 
very upset Patti who immediately begins complain-
ing about a party in John's room. She hysteri-
cally tells you that she has already been there 
twice to ask them to "quiet down," the last time 
emphatically but to no avail. She further states 
that when she asked John to quiet down the party, 
he told her to mind her own business, that she's 
always complaining, and then slammed the door in 
her face. Patti loudly continues to complain to 
·you about John, "what kind of an R.C. is he any-
way, he is rude, he is irresponsible, and why 
can't he be like you," and she wants you to do 
something about it now! 
You call up John and can hear music and voices in 
the background. You explain that Patti is in your 
room complaining about the noise in his room. 
John explodes. He says that they had quieted 
everything down the first time, but that she still 
came back ranting and raving; that what she wants 
is no noise, no one in his room; and absolute 
quiet; that she's always complaining; and that he's 
tired of it and her. He tells you that he'll turn 
the music o f_f_,_hut_won-'-t-a.sk-h-i-s-&h-Fee-f-r-i-ends-t:-o 
leave, that you can deal with Patti, and hangs up. 
You then tell Patti that it seems everything is 
quiet now, and she can go back upstairs and get 
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sleep. She breaks out in tears again and refuses 
to leave. 
How do you handle this situation and what, if 
anything, do you do about John? 
After reading this situation statement, the candidates 
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are asked to discuss how they would handle the problem. The 
current resident staff is asked to evaluate each individual 
on a scale from 1 to 5. The rating scale is defined below: 
1. Very Low-- Responses and interaction during 
interviews were very poor. This includes no 
response at all. Should never be considered 
an R.A. 
2. Low-- Responses and interaction during inter-
views were questionable. Probably would not 
make a good R.A. ---
3. Average - Neutral-- Responses and interaction 
during interviews were both good and bad. 
This individual might or might not make a 
good R.A. Undecided. ---
4. High-- Responses and interaction during inter-
views were good. Definitely has good potential 
for being an R.A. 
5. Very High-- Responses and interaction during 
interviews were outstanding. No doubt would 
make a good R.A. 
The ratings on the leaderless group scale are made based 
on information given by each candidate during the discussion 
of situation one. The resident staff were given a list of 
criteria and accompanying definitions of criteria before asked 
to assess the applicant pool. Each evaluator is to consider 
~~-~h-ree-ma-in areas wfien assigning a rank: group process 
criteria, characteristics of role in group,and group behavior 
descriptions. 
Group process criteria include: 
l. Participation: Did all have opportunities to 
participate? Were some excluded? 
Was an effort made to draw people 
out? Did a few dominate? 
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2. Leadership: Did a leader, as such, emerge? Was 
a leader designated? Was leadership 
shared? Was there any structuring 
of the group? 
3. Roles: Who initiated ideas? Were they 
supported and by whom? Did anyone 
block? Who helped push for decisions? 
4. Decision-Making: Did group get many suggestions 
before beginning to decide, or did it 
begin deciding on only a single idea? 
Did everyone agree to the decisions 
made? Who helped influence decisions 
of others? 
5. Communication: Did people feel free to talk? Was 
there any interrupting or cutting 
people off? Did people listen to 
others? Was there clarliication of 
points made? 
6. Sensitivity: Were members sensitive to the needs 
and concerns of each other? 
Characteristics of role in group include: 
l . Task Oriented 
a. Initiating d. Clarifying 
b. Seeking Information e. Summarizing 
c. Giving Information f. Consensus Testing 
2. Group Oriented 
a. Encouraging d. Harmonizing 
b. Gatekeeping e. Relieving Tension 
c. Standard Setting f. Expressing Group 
Feeling 
3. Self Oriented 
a. Blocking d. Avoiding 
b. Recognition Se_e_king e .-~f>eG i-a-1-I-nt-e-res-t 
c. Dominating 
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Group behavior descriptions may be considered positive 
characteristics or behavior. These descriptions represent the 
type of behavior that we should be watchmg and listening for 
during the group interviews. This list is not designed to be 
a check list, although it may be helpful to you during your 
observations or during the evaluation that follows: 
Friendliness & Sociability 
~':Trys to get to know others 
*Sincerely interested in 
others 
*Introduces others/self 
*Accepting towards others 
~':Harmonizes disagreements 
Communication Skills 
*Is understood easily 
~':Does not ramble on 
*Listens carefully, 
accurately 
*Does not speak just to be 
heard 
Flexibility/Openness 
*Accepts different ideas 
*Able to admit mistakes 
-/:Able to laugh at self 
-/:Avoids suspicious approach 
Concern for Others 
-!:Often supports or 
encourages others 
*Starts conversations easily 
*Maintains good sense of 
humor 
~':Positive friendly comments 
*Smiles/laughs at/with others 
*Expresses self articulately/ 
easily 
~':Paraphrases, summarizes others 
*Asks for feedback or responses 
-!:Avoids dominating, interrupting 
~':Is willing to change 
-!:Avoids defensiveness 
*Reveals personal feelings, 
etc. 
*Seldom dominates or 
interrupts others 
*Trys to reduce conflict 
tensions 
or ~·:concerned about others' 
feelings 
*Disagrees with ideas not 
people 
~':Trys to understand/help 
Leadership Behavior 
~':Draws entire group into 
discussion 
-!:May organize discussion 
---__cg-r-eta.~-~~eg-~es-s 
*Often leads in conflict 
resolution 
-!:Often asks important or 
leading questions 
-/:Avoids embarrassing others 
*Laughs with not at others 
others 
*Does not dominate yet may 
lead discussion 
~':May mediate discussions 
-1:-I--s--o--£-ten 1:ooK:ecra , 
questioned, etc. 
~·:May often begin discussions 
or end them 
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Self-Confidence and Assertiveness 
*Able to state opinions/ *Seldom depreciates self/ 
feelings easily own beliefs 
1'Addresses problems directly ~·,stands up for own opinions 
yet avoids stepping on others 
.Problem-Solving 
*Asks pertinent questions 
~',Discusses causes and 
consequences 
*Tries to think of new ideas 
~'May debate pros - cons 
~·:Adds useful information 
*Tends to use logic vs. 
emotion 
*Supports ideas with reason 
*Is task oriented, very 
concerned with getting 
work done 
Each RC ranks every candidate's performance in Situation 
One on the L.G.I. ranking form. Next the group of 10 to 12 
candidates are broken up into two smaller groups at random. 
The two groups move to two circular tables at each end of the 
room and are given two additional situations. One situation 
involves interpretation of University policy, and the other a 
counseling problem. The student candidates are again asked 
to read the situation and respond in a small group setting 
as to how they would handle the problem. The evaluation group 
is also split in half and observes one table. At the end of 
the first small group session, the staff members switch to the 
table that they did not have the opportunity to observe and 
each group of candidates is given the second small group 
discussion situation. An example of each general theme of the 
small group discussions are listed below. 
University policy situation; small group discussion: 
Anita who is a sophomore pre-dent student li'iling 
--------tn-your seccion comes to you during midterm week 
to complain about some unreasonably loud music. 
Her complaint is against Doug, a resident at the 
~ ~I h 
l\ 
L! 
!! end of the hall, who is known to have a 
particularly large stereo set-up. Anita claims 
that she has already asked Doug twice to keep the 
stereo down but has not got any cooperation. She 
asks for your assistance. 
As the R.C. on the floor, you go to intervene on 
Anita's behalf. You knock on Doug's door, and 
after several minutes, he answers. He is obviously 
very drunk, and you can't help noticing several 
half empty liquor bottles in the middle of the 
floor. You inform Doug that there have been 
complaints about the noise and that he will have 
to turn the stereo down to a more reasonable 
level. He agrees and does turn it down. As you 
walk back to your room, it becomes obvious that 
Doug has again turned the stereo up. You go back 
to his room and again knock for what seems like 
several minutes before Doug finally opens the 
door. This time you tell him to turn the music 
down and keep it down, or you'll have to ask him 
to turn it off completely. He responds by tell-
ing you to "bug off," slams the door in your face, 
and, if anything, turns the music up louder. You 
knock again, and after several minutes, it is 
obvious that Doug is refusing to answer the door. 
As the R.C., how do you handle this situation? 
Counseling situation; small group discussion: 
Joe had been an R.C. in a residence hall for two 
years. He was liked and respected by his students, 
and he spent a good deal of time discussing their 
various concerns with them. He had a reputation 
for being genuinely interested in talking with 
students and not gossiping about their personal 
concerns. 
Although Joe was able to develop excellent 
relationships with many students, he worried about 
his inability to get through to Larry. Larry was 
a loner, ignored by most of the men on the floor. 
Joe had tried to strike up a conversation with him 
on a number of occasions but without success. 
At the end of the second semester, Joe was pleased 
when Larry came to his room and asked if he could 
talk about something that had been bothering him. 
Larry then hesitated and finally asked, "Will you 
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keep in confidence what I am going to tell you?" 
After a brief pause, Joe agreed to Larry's condition. 
Larry then tells him that his roommate has been 
drinking constantly. The roommate, according to 
Larry, started out drinking at nights, often until 
he passed out. Now he drinks in the morning when 
he gets up and just before he goes to class. Larry 
says that he is worried that his roommate may 
becoming an alcoholic and that his academic scholar-
ship may be in jeopardy because at the rate he is 
drinking, his grades are going to fall. Larry also 
says he is afraid of the guy when he is drunk which 
is one reason why he does not want Joe to say any-
thing to the roommate or anyone else. Now Joe 
feels caught in a bind. He has a responsibility to 
the residents in his section including Larry and 
his roommate. In addition, Joe himself has strong 
personal views against alcoholism. On other other 
hand, he was convinced that reporting the matter 
would be a violation of a trust and could damage 
the relationship he had spent two semesters build-
ing up with the students on his floor and with 
Larry. 
If you were in Joe's place, what would you do 
and what might you have done differently? 
After the second small group situation discussion is 
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complete, the evaluators compile their notes on each candidate 
and assigns a value from 1 to 5 based on the previously 
mentioned ranking criteria. The focus of the criterion 
referenced leaderless group interview is to obtain a measure 
from the current resident staff evaluators as to how well a 
candidate is likely to handle the job in a real setting in a 
residence hall. Establishment of "real life" situational 
problems is a key issue in the effective selection of 
residence counselors. 
At the end of the session, each resident counselor's 
evaluation sheet is collected. As there are usually 20 or 
50 
more evaluators for each session·, all data for all candidates 
is coded and entered into the University of the Pacific's. 
computer for analysis. The candidate population involves 
over 100 students and there are usually over 20 rankings for 
each candidate. Accordingly, over 2,500 rankings are 
processed each year after the L.G.I. sessions are completed. 
This data base is used to formulate normative data for the 
applicant pool. Descriptive statistics are generated for 
each candidate as well as the total applicant pool. Each 
candidate is assigned a score which is the mean score given 
by evaluators. This score is then compared to the total 
population so that a comparative analysis of L.G.I. rankings 
can be made. Usually candidates who score in the bottom 3rd 
are eliminated at this stageof the selection process. There-
fore, RCs who participated in the predictor model development 
scored in the top 2/3rds on the leaderless group interview. 
Scores on the L.G.I. are recorded for each candidate who is 
selected to join the resident staff. 
Reliability and Validity of the L.G.I. Rating Form 
The L.G.I. rating form is not a standardized test. It 
was rationally devised using criteria felt by Directors and 
Head Residents to be directly related to successful job 
performance. The L.G.I. rating form has been used for 8 
years and has been generally accepted b~ght differ_ent ______________ _ 
staffs as being a valid tool for assessing a candidate's 
performance in the leaderless group interview. See 
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Appendix B for a copy of the L.G.I. rating form and criteria 
for assignment of a rating score. Several empirical studies 
have been conducted that suggest the reliability and validity 
of the form. The scores of 83 RCs who were ranked on perfor-
mance in the L.G.I. and later evaluated by students in the 
residence halls (as measured by the HARC) were analyzed to 
determine if there was a relationship between rankings on the 
L.G.I. and performance. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
of .655 was produced in this analysis and was found to be 
statistically significant at .001. This suggests that the 
criteria for ranking a person highly in the L.G.I. is related 
to high performance evaluations by students. Hence, the 
predictive validity of the L.G.I. is suggested by this study. 
Next, content validation of the criteria used to rate an 
individual's performance in the L.G.I. was addressed. The 
criteria listed in Appendix B were assessed by Residence Hall 
Directors, Head Residents, and Coordinators of residential 
life for 8 years. There has been a general agreement among 
these experts that criteria used to formulate a score on the 
L.G.I. directly relate to successful residence hall counsel-
ing and the overall effectiveness of the RC. This supports 
the content validity of the criteria used to formulate a 
rank on the L.G.I. rating form. 
Next, the interrater agreement was studied to determine 
the overall agreement among raters_on-canEi-iEla-t-es-.-ever-tee 
candidates and 2,500 rankings were studied to document agree-
ment among raters. Each candidate's rankings were broken 
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i j down on the scale of l to 5 and the frequency of each score 
1 recorded. Of the candidates, 95% were ranked illustrating 
~ 75% or greater agreement between two adjacent ranking cate-
1 gories. Consider the following data on rankings taken from 
I 
a complete list of rankings found in Appendix C. 
Rank on L.G.I. 
1 2 3 4 5 Number of 
Candidate Evaluators 
if3 0 3 11 16 1 31 
9.7% 35.5% 51.6% 3.2% 
=lfo4 10 7 5 0 0 22 
45.5% 31.8% 22.7% 
=lfo8 0 l 5 12 10 28 
3.6% 17.9% 42.9% 35.7% 
Observe that 87.1% of the evaluators ranked candidate #3 as 
a 3 or a 4. This demonstrates fair agreement between raters 
as to the candidate's performance during the L.G.I. Next 
examine candidate #4's rankings, notice that 77.3% of the 
evaluators ranked this candidate as a 1 or a 2. Finally, 
note that candidate #8 was ranked as a 4 or a 5 by 78.6% of 
the evaluators. This general level of agreement was found 
throughout the 101 candidates who were evaluated. In 99 out 
of 101 candidates who were evaluated, the two most frequently 
given L.G.I. scores were directly adjacent to each other 
(e.g., 2 and 3, or 4, and 5, or 3 and 4, etc.) Examination of 
this data suggests moderate interrater agreement on how an 
individual performs in the L.G.I. 
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The scores for candidates 3, 4,and 8 on the L.G.I. would 
be determined by adding all the L.G.I. rankings received and 
dividing by the number of evaluators. The respective L.G.I. 
scores for these candidates would be as follows: 
Candidate 
1fo3 
1fo4 
1fo8 
L. G. I. Scores 
3.48 
l. 77 
4.11 
The three examples given represent a high, medium high 
and low L.G.I. rankings. Candidate #4 would be eliminated 
from the selection process and candidates #3 and #8 would 
remain. Accordingly, the score on L.G.I. performance is 
recorded for each resident counselor candidate who is selected 
to join the resident staff. Descriptive statistics on total 
candidate L.G.I. rankings reveal that the mean rank of 101 
candidates was 3.01 with a standard deviation of .64 arid a 
slight negative skewness of .29. The median average rank was 
3.05. Seventy percent of all candidate rankings ranged from 
2.17 to 3.66. The descriptive statistics on the L.G.I. 
rankings of candidates suggest that rating procedures produce 
a normal distribution of €valuation rankings. The normal 
distribution of candidate ranking facilitates this variable's 
predictive strength and will be the topic of some discussion 
in Chapter IV. 
Harkness Assessment of Resident Counselors (HARC). 
scale is composed of 11 items. The items ask the evaluator 
to rank the RC on the following criteria. A 5 point Likert 
type rating scale was used that asks the student evaluator 
if they strongly agree, agree, average rank, disagree, or 
strongly disagree with the following evaluation criteria: 
. Availability 
Responsibility and Dependability 
. Fairness and Objectivity 
. Maturity 
Perceptiveness and Sensitivity 
Cooperativeness and Flexibility 
. Enthusiasm and Creativity 
Initiative and Self-Confidence 
. Integrity 
. How Serious S/He Takes Their Position 
. Recommendation to Return to Staff Next Year 
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A copy of the HARC can be found in Appendix D. The first 10 
items of the HARC are added together to form a composite 
score of RC effectiveness. The 11th item, due to its high 
face validity is evaluated as a second measure of RC effective-
ness. The average ranking on each subscale of HARC is also 
computed for the total resident staff and for each RC. A 
profile is then generated for the staff at large and each RC. 
An example of the profile is found in Appendix D. The 
composite of local norms and individual profiles are used 
to develop staff training programs and provide RCs with a 
comparative evaluation of their performance. An assessment of 
their relative strengths and weaknesses are discussed by their 
immediate supervisors. Methods to improve performance as a 
RC are also discussed during the last evaluation feedback 
session. Methods used to interpret the HARC norm and 
individual profiles are listed in Appendix D. 
Construction, Validation, and Reliabilitx of the HARC. 
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The HARC was originally conceived in the Spring of 1974. At 
that t ir,1e a grouo of eight head residents and residence 
directors were assigned the task of item development. Over 
SO qualities thought to be important for RC effectiveness 
were generated for consideration in the RC evaluation form. 
This list was then passed out to the entire resident staff 
and each staff person was asked to rank the top 10 most impor-
tant attributes necessary to be a "good" RC. The 10 attributes 
selected were also rank ordered from l to 10 in order of 
importance. The rankings of all items were tabulated and 10 
categories emerged as the most frequently ranked as highest. 
These 10 categories compose the first 10 items of the HARC. 
The HARC has been subject to review by residence hall experts 
during 8 year-end evaluations of RC effectiveness. Eight 
different staffs have agreed that qualities expressed on the 
HARC are directly related to being an effective RC. Each 
year the staff is gathered to assess the relevance of the 
items considered for evaluation and for 8 years the HARC has 
remained unchanged. It appears that there is a general 
agreement among residence hall experts at U.O.P. that content 
validation has been adequately established in the HARC. 
An at tempt was made in the Spring of 19 76 t_o~assess-l"lew'---------­
well the HARC correlated with the Resident Assistant Evalu-
ation Form (RAEF) developed by Duncan. The RAEF has been 
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used in several research studies discussed in Chapter II and 
appeared to be the only standardized test to assess RA effec-
tiveness. A problem arose when less than 30% of the RAEFs 
were returned and sample bias would have been too great for 
a legitimate analysis. Many of the students found the 96-
item RAEF to be too long and confusing. The comparison 
between the HARC and the RAEF was dropped at this time. The 
HARC has an average return rate that has varied from 70% to 
80% over the 8 year period. The higher return rate for the 
HARC may be attributed to its short length and simple instruc-
tions. In addition, the head residents have made many 
follow-up contacts with students in an effort to keep the 
return rate as high as possible. Head Residents and Directors 
use a given set of instructions that explain the evaluation 
process and random sampling techniques used to distribute the 
HARC each year. Directions for the random distribution 
process and the sampling list are provided in Appendix E. 
The HARC has been subjected to several quantitative 
studies that address the issues of validity and reliability. 
Forty-four RCs were evaluated by students and staff members. 
The average composite score on the HARC (sums of the first 10 
items) assigned by student evaluators were compared to the 
average composite score given by fellow RCs and their super-
visor. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation of .49 was 
produced that was significant at the .001 level. A coRy~o~f __________ _ 
the computer printout is presented in Appendix F. It appears 
that the HARC provides an adequate measure of RC effectiveness. 
An analysis of the test-retest reliability, internal 
consistency, and split-half reliability was conducted in 
order to demonstrate the reliability of the HARC. the HARC 
was given to 10 groups of 25 students each in 1976. They 
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were to rank their respective RCs. Then 3 weeks later the 
same group of students were asked to rate their respective 
RCs again. A test-retest reliability coefficient was calcu-
lated for each of the 10 RCs who were ranked by the 25 
students. The coefficients ranged from .76 to .81 with an 
average reliability coefficient of .78. 
An analysis of the internal consistency reliability was 
conducted using HARC evaluations of 486 students on their 
respective RCs. Kuder-Richardson formula 20 (KR-20) and 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha were used to evaluate the 
internal consistency reliability of the HARC. Inter-item 
correlations on the HARC ranged from .37 to .67 with an 
average inter-item correlation of .51. The reliability of a 
test can be estimated from the internal consistency of the 
items within it (Nunnally, 1970). According to Nunnally 
(1970), the higher the average correlation between items on 
a test, the higher the internal consistency and average 
correlations between items above .30 are high (pp. 550). 
This analysis suggests that the internal consistency relia-
bility of the HARC is very high. The coefficient alpha for 
internal consistency reliability estimation_was-.~~-.---~R~s~-----------
·also indicates high reliability of the HARC. A detailed 
computer printout regarding the internal consistency 
reliability of the HARC is presented in Appendix G. 
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The split-half reliability of the HARC was analyzed by 
forming two equal length parts of five items each. The Kuder-
Richardson formula 20, Guttman's split-half,and equal length 
Spearman-Brown coefficients were calculated on 486 student 
evaluations of their respective RCs. The following split-half 
reliability estimates were produced: 
KR-20 .86 
Equal Length Spearman-Brown .92 
Guttman Split-Half .92 
A detailed computer printout on the reliability of the 
HARC is presented in Appendix G. 
It appears that estimates of reliability suggest that 
the HARC is stable over time and that it consistently measures 
RC effectiveness. The adequacy of the HARC appears to be 
sufficient for evaluation of RC effectiveness and for purposes 
of providing a criterion measure in this predictive study. 
The above-mentioned validity and reliability studies have been 
dedicated to exploring estimates of the HARC's integrity for 
use in this research. 
Method 
The Leaderless Group Interview was conducted as a 
condition for being selected to join the resident staff. All 
RCs involved in this study participated in the L.G.I. 
Candidates who were asked to join the resident staff were then 
asked to complete the C.P.I. and Locus of Control (L.O.C.)~----­
Scale. In this study, the C.P.J. and L.O.C. were given to RCs 
at different times of the academic year. Approximately half 
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of the RCs took the C.P.I. at the time of their selection 
prior to beginning their assignments. The remaining staff 
members took the C.P.I. during the first semester of being 
an RC. The L.O.C. was given at mid-year for all RCs involved 
in the study. In all cases the L.G.I., C.P.I., and L.O.C. were 
administered at least 6 months prior to being evaluated by 
the students on effectiveness. The RCs performed their duties 
in the residence halls and were evaluated by 15 randomly 
selected students in their living area. Rooms for inclusion 
in the random selection were chosen based on a table of random 
numbers. A residence hall floor plan was consulted to insure 
all rooms had an equal chance for inclusion in the RC evalu-
ation. The HARC was distributed by the head resident to each 
of these randomly selected rooms with the name of the RC to 
be evaluated listed on the top of the page. See Appendix D 
for a copy of the HARC evaluation form. The students are 
given l week to complete the ll item HARC and return it to 
the head resident. All evaluators were anonymous but the 
room numbers are recorded on each form so that a follow-up 
reminder to complete the form could be made when compliance was 
low. Low compliance was defined as less than 10 out of 15 
being returned. Follow-up calls are made until at least 10 
out of 15 were returned to the head resident. 
Scoring of the C.P.I. was accomplished by sending the 
optical scan form to N.C. S. sys terns in Minneapo-1-i--S-f-e-:r:-'--------
computer scoring and profiling. All RCs in this study had 
raw scores and scaled scores for the 18 subscales of the 
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C.P.I. The L.G.I. average rating score was also available for 
all RCs involved in the predictive study. The L.O.C. was hand 
scored using the scoring ~ey provided by Phares (1976). The 
internal-external locus of control scale score was obtained on 
each RC involved in the study. The HARC evaluation forms were 
collected and all rankings on each item of the HARC were entered 
into the U.O.P. computer for the development of local norms and 
individual profiles. A code number for each RC and all data 
from the HARC was included on each computer card. A series of 
descriptive statistics were run on all items of the HARC. Means 
and standard deviations were generated for each item on the HARC 
by total population and by individual RC. The mean rank on each 
item of the HARC was recorded for each RC involved in this study. 
A composite HARC score based on adding the average ratings of 
the first 10 items on the HARC was also recorded for each RC 
in the study. Next the sex of the RC was determined and this 
information was recorded on each RC in the study. The end 
product of the data collection produced a data base with the 
following information for each of the 72 RCs in the study: 
. RC code number 
. Sex of RC 
L.G.I. score for RC 
. 18 C.P.I. subscale scores for RC 
. L.O.C. score for RC 
. Composite HARC score (The sum of the average 
scores on the first 10 items of the HARC) 
. Recommendation to return to staff average 
score. (Item ll on HARC.) 
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This data on each RC was entered into the U.O.P. computer for 
analysis and the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
utilized for numerous statistical evaluations. 
Hypotheses 
The specific experimental hypotheses tested by the present 
study are: 
Hypothesis 1 
There will be a positive relationship between ratings bn 
L.G.I. performance and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis 1 was operationally defined in the following manner: 
The mean L.G.I. performance score of RCs in the 
sample population will produce a significant 
positive Pearson Product-Moment correlation 
coefficient when compared to the corresponding 
composite HARC evaluation score for each RC in 
the sample population. 
Hypothesis lA 
The correlation between ratings on the L.G.I. and 
counselor effectiveness ratings will be high enough to add 
predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. 
Hypothesis lA was operationally defined in the following manner: 
The mean ratings on L.G.I. performance will 
account for a significant amount of experi-
mental variance beyond the common factor 
variance in predicting composite HARC 
evaluation scores. 
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Hypothesis 2 
~ There will be a relationship between scores on certain 
~ C.P.r. subscales and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis 2 was operationally defined in the following manner: 
Certain scaled scores on the 18 subscales of the 
sample population will produce significant 
positive or negative Pearson Product-Moment 
correlation coefficients when compared with each 
subject's corresponding composite HARC evaluation 
scores. 
Hypothesis 2A 
The correlation between certain subscale scores of the 
C.P.r. and counselor effectiveness ratings will be high enough 
to add predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. 
Hypothesis 2A was operationally defined in the following manner: 
Certain scaled scores on the 18 subscale C.P.I. 
will account for a significant amount of experi-
mental variance beyond the common factor variance 
in predicting composite HARC evaluation scores. 
Hypothesis 3 
There will be a negative relationship between scores on 
the L.O.C. and counselor effectiveness ratings. Hypothesis 3 
was operationally defined in the following manner: 
L.O.C. scores of RCs will produce significant 
negative Pearson Product-Moment correlations 
when compared with corresponding compositie 
HARC evaluation scores. 
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Hypothesis 3A 
The correlation between Rotter Locus of Control scores 
and counselor effectiveness will be enough to add predictive 
strength to multiple regression analysis. Hypothesis 3A was 
operationally defined in the following manner: 
L.O.C. scores will account for a significant 
amount of experimental variance beyond the 
common factor variance in predicting 
composite HARC evaluation scores. 
Hypothesis 4 
The relationship between C.P.r. subscales, L.O.C. scores 
and L.G.r. ratings and measures of RC effectiveness will be 
different for males than for females. Hypothesis 4 was 
operationally defined as follows: 
C.P.r. subscale scores, L.O.C. scores, and mean 
L.G.r. ratings will produce different Pearson 
Product-Moment correlation coefficients for 
males than for females when compared with each 
subject's corresponding composite HARC 
evaluation scores. 
Hypothesis 4A 
The predictive strength of C.P.r. subscale scores, 
L.O.C. scores and mean L.G.r. ratings will be different for 
males than for females in predicting RC effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 4A was operationall1 defined-in-~he-fe{-}owin6 ____________ _ 
manner: 
C.P.r. subscale scores, L.O.C. scores, and mean 
L.G.r. ratings will differ in their predictive 
strength with composite HARC evaluation scores 
for males when compared to females. Experimental 
variance will differ for males and females in 
terms of formulating the best predictors of male 
and female RC effectiveness. 
Statistical Analysis 
Hypothesis l was tested using the Pearson Product-
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Moment correlation coefficient. Significance was determined 
at the .05 level. 
Hypothesis lA, Hypothesis 2A, and Hypothesis 3A were 
tested using a stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA). 
RC mean L.G.I. ratings, L.O.C. scores, and C.P.I. subscale 
standard scores served as the predictor variables. RC 
performance evaluations as measured by the HARC composite 
score served as the criterion. Significance was determined 
at the .05 level. 
Hypothesis 2 was tested using a Pearson Product-
Moment correlation coefficient. Significance was determined 
at the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 3 was tested using a Pearson Product-
Moment correlation coefficient. Significance was determined 
at the .05 level. 
Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 4A were tests using a 
stepwise MRA. RC mean L.G.I. ratings, C.P.I. subscale stan-
dard scores and L.O.C. scores for males only served as the 
predictor variables. RC performance evaluation as measured 
ii 
u fi 
by the HARC composite score for males only served as the 
criterion. Significance was determined at the .05 level. 
The same statistical analysis stated above was repeated 
using only female RC predictor and criterion measures. 
Surrunary 
Methods and procedures used in this study were 
presented in this Chapter. A description of the subjects 
used and sampling methods were detailed. An explanation of 
the role of the RC at U.O.P. was presented. A discussion 
of the reliability and validity of the California Psycho-
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logical Inventory, Rotter Locus of Control Scale, Leaderless 
Group Interview Rating Forms and Harkness Assessment of 
Resident Counselors was also included. All hypotheses being 
investigated in this study were presented with their 
respective operational definitions and statistical analysis 
used to evaluate each hypothesis. The results of this study 
are presented in Chapter IV. 
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Chapter IV: Results 
The problem investigated in this study involved 
identification of predictor variables that aid in the 
selection of residence counselors (RCs) at The University of 
the Pacific. The Rotter Locus of Control Scale (L.O.C.), 
the California Psychological Inventory (C.P.I.) and Criterion 
Referenced Leaderless Group Interview (L.G.I.) served as the 
predictor variables. The HARKNESS Assessment of Residence 
Counselors (HARC) provided the criterion measures of RC 
effectiveness. Details of procedures or validity and 
reliability of instruments used in this study were presented 
in Chapters II and III. Four hypotheses were proposed and 
operationally defined. Each of these hypotheses were subjected 
t? statistical analysis. Descriptive data and the results of 
the statistical procedures are reported below. 
Description of the Sample 
Descriptive data on the RCs used in this study are 
presented in Table I. As can be seen, the mean score for RCs 
on the Rotter Locus of Control Scale was 10.25 with a standard 
deviation of 3.38. For males only, the mean L.O.C. was 10.37 
with a standard deviation of 3.54. For females only, the 
mean L.O.C. scores was 10.12 with a standard deviation of 3.25. 
All variables collected in this study are presented in Table I 
in a similar fashion. 
TABLE I 
DESCRIPTIVE DATA ON ALL VARIABLES 
TOTAL SAMPLE 
ljARIABLE M SD 
LOCUS OF CONTROL 10.25' 3.38 
LEADERLESS GROUP 3.85 . 48 
H A R C COMPOSITE 42.78 3.56 
RECOMMEND FOR STAFF 4.45' .48 
C P I SCALES 
DOMINANCE 60.12 8.45 
CAPACITY FOR STATUS 5'6.25' 7.75' 
SOCIABILITY 5'8.5'1 6.76 
SOCIAL PRESENCE 60.83 8.68 
SELF-ACCEPTANCE 63.44 6.56 
WELL BEING 
RESPONSIBILITY 
SOCIALIZATION 
SELF CONTROL 
TOLERANCE 
GOOD IMPRESSION 
COMMUNAL.! TY 
ACHIEl,IEMENT l..'IA 
CONFORMITY 
ACH IE'.'EMENT t,JI A 
INDEPENDENCE 
INTELLECTUAL 
EFFICIENCY 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
MINDEDNESS 
FLEXIBILITY 
FEMININITY 
49.38 9.96 
46.00 7.85 
48.43 7.61 
46.87 9.32 
5'2.47 8.65 
49.45 8.86 
51.66 6.71 
53.87 7.40 
58.01 8.87 
5'3.64 8.64 
5'6.25' 9.91 
5'9.35 9.45' 
48.83 8.27 
TOTAL SAMPLE 
N = 72 
MALES ONLY 
M SD 
10.37 3.5'4 
3.74 .48 
42.15 3.96 
4.41 .53 
60.97 9.36 
56.39 7.97 
5'8.95 7.19 
61.90 9.81 
64.51 7.20 
49.63 11.41 
45'.46 7.72 
48.90 8.14 
45.87 9.37 
51.63 8.46 
48.75 9.5'8 
52.5'4 7.02 
5'3.31 7.40 
5'6.44 8.43 
5'2.19 8.77 
55.24 10.80 
57.78 9.68 
5'1.34 7.16 
MALE :iAMPLE 
N = 41 
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FEMALES ONLY 
M SD 
10.12 3.25' 
3.95' .42 
43.5'0 2.95' 
4.49 .41 
5'9.00 7.08 
5'6.06 7.5'9 
5'7.93 6.21 
5'9.41 6.81 
62.03 5.40 
49.06 7.79 
4·6. 71 8. 10 
47.80 6.93 
48.19 9.24 
5'3.5'8 8.92 
5'0.38 7.87 
5'0.51 8.18 
54.61 7.45 
80.09 9.14 
5'5'.5'5' 8.22 
5'7.58 8.59 
61.42 8.84 
47.84 9.28 
FEMALE SAMPLE 
N : 31 
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Inferential Tests of Hypotheses 
The statistical analysis reported in this chapter was 
computed with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) using the subroutines of Frequencies, Pearson Corre-
lation, Stepwise,and Reliability. The University of the 
Pacific, Burroughs B6800 computer that houses SPSS was used 
throughout this study. All experimental hypotheses were 
stated in the null form for purposes of statistical analysis. 
Hypothesis 1 
There will be no positive relationship between ratings 
on L.G.I. performance and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
A Pearson Product-Moment coefficient of correlation was 
computed to test Hypothesis 1. A correlation matrix was 
generated between L.G.I. ratings and the criterion measures 
of RC effectiveness. The results are presented in Table II. 
Additional data contained in Table II will be addressed in 
the discussion of subsequent hypotheses. As can be seen, the 
correlation between L.G.I. ratings and the HARC composite 
scores for the total sample was moderate (f = .65, E <.001). 
The correlation between L.G.I. ratings and recommendation to 
return to staff ratings was moderate (f = .58, E <.001). The 
null hypothesis was rejected and it was concluded that there 
is a significant relationship between L.G.I. performance and 
RC effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis lA 
The correlation between ratings on the L.G.I. and 
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TOTAL POPULATION N = 72 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES WITH THE HARC COMPOSITE SCALE AND RECOMMENDATION 
TO RETURN TO STAFF MEASURES OF R C EFFECTIVENESS 
PREDICTOR VARIABLE 
LOCUS OF CONTROL 
LEADERLESS GROUP 
C P I SCALES 
DOMINANCE 
CAPACITY FOR STATUS 
SOCIABILITY 
SOCIAL PRESENCE 
SELF-ACCEPTANCE 
WELL BEING 
RESPONSIBILITY 
SOCIALIZATION 
SELF CONTROL 
TOLERANCE 
GOOD IMPRESSION 
COMMUNALITY 
ACH I E'.'EMENT t,s I A 
CONFORMITY 
ACH I E'.'EMENT VI A 
INDEPENDENCE 
INTELLECTUAL 
EFFICIENCY 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
MINDEDNESS 
FLEXIBILITY 
FEMININITY 
NS= NOT SIGNIFICANT 
H A R C 
r 
-.30 ** 
.65 ** 
.08 NS 
.03 NS 
.02 NS 
.01 NS 
-.28 ** 
.12 NS 
-. 01 NS 
.00 NS 
. 17 NS 
• 14 NS 
• 12 NS 
.11 NS 
.13 NS 
.11 NS 
.17 NS 
.16 NS 
• 15' NS 
-.06 NS 
,'1- = SIG. AT .0~ 
S T A F F 
r 
-.35 ** 
.58 ** 
.013 NS 
.o6 ·Ns 
.oe. NS 
.07 NS 
-.22 NS 
• 12 NS 
.00 NS 
.05 NS 
. 17 NS 
.11 NS 
• 18 NS 
.06 NS 
.11 NS 
.08 NS 
. 18 NS 
• 14 NS 
-.05 NS 
** ·- S I G. AT . 0 1 
!I II [I 
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counselor effectiveness ratings will not be high enough to 
add predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. 
A stepwise multiple regression analysis (MRA) was used 
to test Hypothesis lA. [he MRA data can be found in Tables 
III and IV. 2 As can be seen, the L.G.I. adds .36 to the R 
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value when included in the MRA. In addition, the beta value 
of .61 and F value of 41.9 suggest that the L.G.I. contri-
butes beyond the normal factor variance in adding predictive 
strength to the MRA. The r value of 41.9 was significant at 
the .01 level. The null hypothesis was rejected and it was 
concluded that the L.G.I. added significant predictive 
strength in an MRA to predict RC effectiveness, as measured 
by the HARC composite scale. Analysis of the MRA utilizing 
student recommendations for the RC to return to staff 
produced a similar but more modest results. The MRA that 
utilized the staff measure of counselor effectiveness as the 
criterion variable illustrated that the L.G.I. added .27 to 
the R2 value when included. The beta value was .53 and the 
F value was 26.48. The r value was also significant at the 
.01 level. This set of data also leads us to reject the 
null hypothesis and accept the experimental hypothesis that 
the L.G.I. adds predictive strength to an MRA aimed at 
predicting RC effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 2 ---------------
There will be no significant relationship between scores 
on various C.P.I. subscales and RC effectiveness ratings. 
fl II 
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T A 8 L E III 
TOTAL POPULATION 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE COMPOSITE 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS ---------
N ., 72 
2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R 
R 
2 
R 
CHANGE 
R 
ADJ 
8 BETA F 
ROTTER .30 .09 .08 .08 -.30 -.23 -.22 5.22 ** 
S A .43 .18 . 10 .16 -.28 -.17 -.30 10.62 ** 
L G I .74 .55 .36 .53 .65 4.72 .61 41.80 ** 
CONSTANT 37.49 
T A B L E I',! 
TOTAL POPULATION 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE STAFF 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS -----
N = 72 
2 2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R R 
CHANGE 
R 
ROTTER .35 .12 .12 
S A .43 . 18 .07 
L G I .sa .46 .27 
CONSTANT 
2 
R 
AOJ 
• 11 
• 16 
.43 
B BETA F 
-.35' -.38 - ~..., ....... 6.83 
-.22 -. 18 -.25 5.86 
.5"8 .ss .53 26.48 
3.87 
'~~jo 
*"} 
** 
NS = NOT SIGNIFICANT ~ = SIG. AT .05' ** = SIG. AT .01 
SA = THE SELF ACCEPTANCE SUBSCALE ON THE C.P.r. 
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A Pearson Product-Moment coefficient of correlation was 
computed to test Hypothesis 2. A correlation matrix was 
generated between C.P.I. subscales and measures of RC effec-
tiveness. The results are presented in Table II. All but 
one of the C.P.I. subscales are not significantly related to 
either measure of RC effectiveness. However, the subscale of 
self-acceptance (S-A) produced a modest negative correlation 
with the HARC composite scale of RC effectiveness (E = -.28, 
E = .01). The correlation between the S-A subscale and the 
recommendation to return to staff measure of RC effectiveness 
produced a slightly lower correlation coefficient of r = -.22 
(£ ( .06). The null hypothesis was rejected and it was 
concluded that one subscale of the C.P.I. produced a signifi-
cant relationship with the HARC composite measure of effec-
tiveness. The null hypothesis was accepted that no C.P.I. 
scale produced a significant relationship with the staff 
measure of RC effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 2A 
The correlation between certain subscale scores of the 
C.P.I. and RC effectiveness ratings will not be high enough 
to add predictive strength to an MRA. 
A stepwise MRA was used to test Hypothesis 2A. The MRA 
data can be found in Tables III and IV. No subscale except 
the S-A produced a meaningful contribution to the MRA. The ___ -~~---
S-A scale added .10 to the R2 value when included in the MRA, 
that utilized the HARC composite as the criterion. The 
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associated beta value of -.30 and F value of 10.62 suggest 
the S-A subscale contributes to the MRA beyond the normal 
factor variance. The f value of 10.62 was significant at 
the .01 level. The null hypothesis was rejected and it was 
concluded that the S-A subscale of the C.P.I. contributed to 
predicting RC effectiveness as measured by the HARC compos-
ite scale. 
An analysis of the MRA utilizing the student recommen-
dations for the RC to return to staff produced similar but 
more modest results. The measure that utilized the staff 
measure of counselor effectiveness illustrated that the S-A 
scale added .07 to the R2 value when included. The beta 
value was -.25 and F value of 5.96. The F value of 5.96 
was significant at the .01 level. This second comparison 
leads us to reject the null hypothesis and accept the 
experimental hypothesis that the S-A scale adds predictive 
strength to an MRA aimed at predicting RC effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 3 
There will be no relationship between scores on the L.O.C. 
and counselor effectiveness ratings. 
A Pearson Product-Moment coefficient of correlation was 
computed to test Hypothesis 3. A correlation matrix was 
generated between the L.O.C. and measures of RC effectiveness. 
The results are presented in Table II. As can be seen, the 
correlation betweeen L.O.C. scores and the HARC composite 
scale are modest (E = -.30, £ = .Ol). The correlation between 
[1 
I 
t: 
r: ,. 
the L.O.C. scores and the recommendation to return to staff 
was slightly higher (E = -.35, £ = .01). The null hypo-
thesis was rejected and it was concluded that the L.O.C. 
scale is negatively related to RC effectiveness ratings. 
Hypothesis 3A 
The correlation between Rotter Locus of Control scores 
and counselor effectiveness will not be high enough to add 
predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. 
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A stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to test 
Hypothesis 3A. The MRA data can be found in Tables III and 
IV. As can be seen, the L.O.C. adds .09 to the R2 value when 
included in the MRA~ that uses the HARC composite scale as 
the criterion measure of RC effectiveness. In addition, the 
beta value of -.22 and F value of 5.22 suggest that the L.O.C. 
contributes beyond the normal factor variance in adding 
predictive strength to the MRA. The F value of 5.22 was 
significant at the .01 level. Analysis of the MRA utilizing 
the recommendation to return to staff as the criterion of RC 
effectiveness produced the following data. The L.O.C. added 
.12 to the R2 value and illustrated a beta value of -.27 with 
an associated F value of 6.93. The F value of 6.93 was 
significant at the .01 level. This data leads us to reject 
the null hypothesis and accept the experimental hypothesis 
that the L.O.C. adds predictive strength_t_o_a_MRA-a-imeEl-a-~ 
predicting RC effectiveness. 
Hypothesis 1 through 3A are concerned with the 
relationship and predictive strength of L.G.I. ratings, 
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C.P.I. subscales, and L.O.C. scores to criterion measures of 
RC effectiveness. These hypotheses address the main research 
question of this study: Can the above-mentioned measures 
effectively predict effective and ineffective RCs? The 
strength of predictor variables are presented in Tables III 
and IV. As can be seen, when the L.O.C., C.P.I., S-A 
subscale, and L.G.I. ratings are entered into a stepwise 
MRA, an R2 of .55 and an adjusted ~2 of .53 are produced 
when the HARC composite scale is used as the criterion 
measure of RC effectiveness. The multiple correlation 
coefficient was R = .74 and was significant at the .01 
level. When recommendation to return to staff is used as 
the criterion measure, an R2 of .46 and an adjusted ~2 of 
.43 are produced. The multiple correlation coefficient was 
R = .68 and was significant at the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 4 
The relationship between C.P.I. subscales, L.O.C. scales 
and L.G.I. ratings and measures of RC effectiveness will not 
be different for males than for females. 
A Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficient was 
used to test Hypothesis 4. A correlation matrix was gener-
ated between all C.P.I. subscales, L.O.C. scales, mean L.G.I. 
ratings, and measures of RC effectiveness for males and for 
females. Table V presents the differences in correlations 
TABLE 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES WITH THE HARC COMPOSITE SCALE 
MALE 
PREDICTOR VARIABLE 
LOCUS OF CONTROL 
LEADERLESS GROUP 
C P I SCALES 
DOMINANCE 
CAPACITY FOR STATUS 
SOCIABILITY 
SOCIAL PRESENCE 
SELF-ACCEPTANCE 
WELL BEING 
RESPONSIBILITY 
SOCIALIZATION 
SELF CONTROL 
TOLERANCE 
GOOD IMPRESSION 
COMMUNALITY 
ACH I EtJEMENT 1.1 I A 
CONFORMITY· 
ACH I Et.JEMENT l) I A 
INDEPENDENCE 
INTELLECTUAL 
EFFICIENCY 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
MINDEDNESS 
FLE)< I B I L I TY 
FEI'1 IN IN I TY 
N = 41 
M A L E 
r 
-.25 NS 
• 71 ** 
.09 NS 
.02 NS 
.03 NS 
.03 NS 
-. 19 NS 
.12 NS 
-.11 NS 
.06 NS 
.20 NS 
• 12 NS 
.09 NS 
• 15 NS 
.09 NS 
.1 0 NS 
• 12 NS 
.09 NS 
.21 NS 
.02 NS 
FEMALE N = 31 
F E M A L E 
-.38 * 
.54 ** 
. 13 NS 
.05 NS 
• 0 1 NS 
• 14 NS 
-.44 *'* 
• 14 NS 
• 14 NS 
• 16 i'!S 
.08 NS 
• 17 NS 
. 15 NS 
.08 NS 
. 17 NS 
.OS NS 
.22 NS 
.29 NS 
-.04 NS 
-. 12 NS 
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NS= NOT SIGNIFICANT '"" = SIG. AT .05 ** = SIG. AT .01 
TABLE 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES WITH THE RECOMMENDATION FOR STAFF SCALE 
MALE 
PREDICTOR VARIABLE 
LOCUS OF CONTROL 
LEADERLESS GROUP 
C P I SCALES 
DOMINANCE 
CAPACITY FOR STATUS 
SOCIABILITY 
SOCIAL PRESENCE 
SELF-ACCEPTANCE 
WELL BEING 
RESPONSIBILITY 
SOCIALIZATION 
SELF CONTROL 
TOLERANCE 
GOOD IMPRESSION 
COMMUNALITY • 
ACH I El.JEMENT l.J I A 
CONFORMITY 
ACHIEVEMENT 1) I A 
INDEPENDENCE 
INTELLECTUAL 
EFFICIENCY 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
MINDEDNESS 
FLEXIBILITY 
FEMININITY 
N = 41 FEMALE N = 31 
M A L E 
l" 
-.23 NS 
.84 ** 
.07 NS 
.04 NS 
.07 NS 
.00 NS 
-.20 NS 
. 14 NS 
-.08 NS 
.08 NS 
.24 NS 
.11 NS 
.22 NS 
.08 NS 
• 10 NS 
• 10 NS · 
• 17 NS 
• 12 ~~s 
• 21 NS 
.02 NS 
F E M A L E 
l" 
-.52 ** 
.48 <i-* 
.05 NS 
.08 NS 
. 12 NS 
.28 NS 
-.28 NS 
. 10 NS 
• 14 NS 
.03 NS 
.02 NS 
. 10 NS 
. 10 NS 
• 10 NS 
.11 NS 
.03 NS 
• 18 NS 
. 31 NS 
• 01 NS 
-. 15' NS 
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---------------------------------------------------------------
NS= NOT SIGNIFICANT * = SIG. AT .05' ** ·- S I G. AT . 01 
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for males and females when composite HARC evaluation scores 
are used. Table VI presents the differences in correlations 
for males and females when the recommendation to return to 
staff is used as the criterion measure of RC effectiveness. 
As one can see, correlation coefficients differ on several 
of the predictor variables. The L.G.I. correlation with the 
HARC composite scores are higher for males than for females 
(E = .71 and r = .54). However, both were significant at 
the .01 level. The Rotter L.O.C. correlations were higher 
for females than for males (E = -.38 and E = -.25). The 
correlation for females r = -.38 was significant at the .03 
level but the correlation for males r = -.25 was not signifi-
cant at the .05 level. The C.P.I. subscale of S-A correla-
tions with the HARC composite scores were also higher for 
females than for males (E = -.44, E = -.19). The correlation 
for females on the S-A scale E = -.44 was significant at the 
.01 level but the correlation for males on the S-A scale 
r = -.19 was not significant at the .OS level. 
Minor differences existed between C.P.I. subscale 
correlations with the HARC composite scale for males and 
females but none differed to the degree of those cited 
above and no others achieved a significant correlation at 
the .05 level. 
When differences in correlation were examined using the 
recommendation to return to staff as the criterion measure 
of RC effectiveness, similar results occurred. The corre-
lation between L.G.I. scores and the staff recommendation 
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scores for males was r = .65 as compared to r = .49 for 
- -
females. Both of these correlations were significant at the 
.01 level. The correlation between Rotter L.O.C. scores and 
staff recommendation scores for females was higher than for 
males (£ = -.52 as compared to£= -.23). The correlation 
for females r =-.52 was significant at the .01 level and the 
correlation of r = -.23 was not significant for males at the 
.OS level. The correlation between the C.P.I. subscale of 
self-acceptance scores and staff recommendation scores were 
higher for females than for males (£ = -.26 as compared to 
£ = -.20). However, neither of these correlations were 
significant at the .OS level. This suggests that we should 
reject the null hypothesis and accept the experimental 
hypothesis that predictor variables differ in their relation-
ship to RC effectiveness measures for males and females. 
Hypothesis 4A 
The predictive strength of C.P.I. subscale scores, 
L.O.C. scores and mean L.G.I. ratings will be different for 
males than for females ~n predicting RC effectiveness. 
A stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to 
test Hypothesis 4A. The predictor variables that best 
predicted male and female RC effectiveness were entered into 
a stepwise MRA. The MRA that uses male RCs and the composite 
HARC scale measure of RC effectiveness is presented in Table 
VII. The MRA that uses the recommendation to return to staff 
as the criterion measure for male RC effectiveness is presented 
T A B L E 80 VII 
MALES ONLY 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE COMPOSITE 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS ---------
N = 41 
2 2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R R 
2 
R 
ADJ 
r B BETA F 
CHANGE 
R 
ROTTER .25 .08 .08 .03 -.25 -.21 -. 18 2.43 
s A .35 .12 .08 .08 -. 18 -. 15 -.27 4.83 
L G I .77 .ss .47 .55' .71 5.72 .89 32.05 
CONSTANT 32.57 
NS 
** 
** 
---------------------------------------------------------------
T A B L E 1JI I I 
MALES ONLY 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE STAFF 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS -----
N = 41 
2 2 2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R R R 
ADJ 
B BETA F 
CHANGE 
R 
ROTTER .23 .OS .OS .02 -.23 -.27 -.18 1.72 NS 
S A .33 • 11 .06 .OS -.20 -.20 -.27 4.02 ** 
L G I .71 .51 .40 • 45 • 64 • 71 . 83 22. 38 ** 
CONSTANT 3.33 
NS = NOT SIGNIFICANT ~ = SIG. AT .OS ** = SIG. AT .01 
S A = THE SELF ACCEPTANCE SUBSCALE OF THE C.P.I. 
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T A B L E IX 
FEMALES ONLY 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE COMPOSITE 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS ---------
N = 31 
2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R 
R 
2 
.R R 
2 
CHANGE ADJ 
B BETA F 
---------------------------------------------------------------
s A .44 .19 .19 .16 -.44 -.23 -.41 
ROTTER .58 .34 .15 .28 -.38 -.24 -.27 
L G I .72 .52 .18 .45 .54 3.08 .44 
CONSTANT 47.75 
T A B L E X 
FEMALES ONLY 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE 
REGRESSION ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND THE STAFF 
MEASURE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS -----
N = 31 
2 2 
VARIABLE MULTIPLE R R 
2 
R 
AOJ 
B BETA 
CHANGE 
R 
S A .26 .07 .07 .03 .26 .18 .24 
ROTTER .58 .34 .27 .28 -.52 -.54 -.42 
L G I .sa .48 1
" 
. - .38 .48 .35 .38 
CONSTANT 4.77 
7. 11 
** 
2.79 NS 
7.57 
** 
F 
2.06 NS 
8.31 ** 
4.45 * 
NS = NOT SIGNIFICANT * = SIG. AT .05 ** = SIG. AT .01 
SA = THE SELF ACCEPTANCE SUBSCALE OF THE C.P.r. 
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in Table VIII. The MRA that uses female RCs and the composite 
HARC scale as a measure of RC effectiveness is presented in 
Table IX. The MRA that uses the recommendation to return to 
staff as a criterion measure for female RC effectiveness is 
presented in Table X. 
Analysis of Tables VII and IX reveal that the strength of 
predictor variables are different for males than for females 
when the HARC composite scale is used as the criterion measure 
of RC effectiveness. The Rotter Locus of Control adds .06 to 
the R2 value in the MRA that predicts male RC effectiveness. 
By contrast, the Rotter Locus of Control adds .15 to the R2 
value that predicts female RC effectiveness. The Rotter Locus 
of Control F values were not significant in the MRA for either 
males or females. The C.P.I. subscale scores on (S-A) 
added .06 to the R2 value in the MRA that predicts male RC 
effectiveness. In contrast, the S-A scale added .19 to the 
R2 value in the MRA that predicts female RC effectiveness. 
The L.O.C. and S-A scales combine to add .12 to the R2 value 
in the MRA that predicts male RC effectiveness. In contrast, 
the L.O.C. and S-A scales combine to add .34 to the R2 value 
in the MRA that predicts female RC effectiveness. The L.G.I. 
ratings added .47 to the R2 value in the MRA that predicts 
male RC effectiveness. The L.G.I. ratings added .18 to the 
R2 value in the MRA that predicts female RC effectiveness. 
The MRA that utilizes the S-A scale, L.O.C. scale and 
L.G.I. scale produces a R2 value of .59 when the composite 
HARC scores for males are used as the criterion measure. 
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2 The MRA that uses the same predictors produces an R value 
of .52 when the composite HARC scores for females are used 
as the criterion measure. 
Analysis of Tables VIII and X provides MRA data for 
males and females when the recommendation to return to staff 
is used as the criterion measure of RC effectiveness. The 
S-A scale adds .OS to the R2 value for males and .07 to the 
R2 value for females in their respective MRA using the 
recommendation for staff as the criterion measure of RC 
effectiveness. The Rotter L.O.C. scale added .05 to the R2 
value for males and .27 to R2 value for females in their 
respective MRA using the recommendation for staff as the 
criterion measure. The L.G.I. added .40 to the R2 value for 
males and .12 to the R2 value for females in their respec-
tive MRA. 
When examining the total MRA summary tables for males 
and females, it can be seen that the R2 for males is .51 
when the S-A scale, L.O.C. scale and L.G.I. are used as 
predictors of the recommendation for return to staff measure 
of RC effectiveness. The R2 for females is .46 when the 
same predictor and criterion variables are utilized. 
The finding for Hypothesis 4A indicates that the S-A 
scale has more predictive strength for females than for 
males when the composite HARC scores are used as the 
criterion measure. The S-A scale is close to being equal 
in predictive strength for males and females when the 
recommendation to return to staff is used as the criterion 
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measure. The Rotter L.O.C. scale has more predictive 
strength for females than for males on both the composite 
HARC scale and recommendation for staff measures of RC 
effectiveness. The L.G.I. scores have more predictive 
strength for males than for females on both the HARC 
composite scale and recommendation to return to staff 
measures of RC effectiveness. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
was rejected and we accept the experimental hypothesis that 
the predictive strength of at least one C.P.I. subscale score, 
L.O.C. scores, and L.G.I. ratings will be different for males 
and females. 
Summary 
Four hypotheses and their related subhypotheses were 
tested and the results reported. Support for all four 
hypotheses was presented in this Chapter. These findings 
are discussed in some detail in Chapter V. 
ChaRter V: Discussion 
Introduction 
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This study investigated the relationship between the 
predictor variables of counselor locus of control (L.O.C.), 
personality variables measured oy the California Psychological 
Inventory (C.P.I.), performance on the Criterion Referenced 
Leaderless Group Interview (L.G.I.) and the criterion measure 
of Residence Counselor (RC) effectiveness measured by the 
Harkness Assessment of Residence Counselors (HARC). Counselor 
L.O.C., performance on the L.G.I., and the Self-Acceptance (S-A) 
subscale of the C.P.I. were found to be significantly corre-
lated with the HARC composite scores (sum of the first 10 
items of the HARC) and recommendations to return to staff the 
next year (item ll on the HARC). 
The HARC was developed as a measure of RC effectiveness. 
The utility, validity,and reliability of the HARC will be 
discussed in this Chapter. Secondly, the L.G.I. was defined 
as a selection process in Chapter III. A discussion of this 
process and the relationship of performance during the L.G.I. 
to evaluation scores will be discussed in this Chapter. 
Thirdly, the relationship between the C.P.I. subscales, 
counselor L.O.C., and the HARC will be discussed. Fourthly, 
the predictive strength of the L.G.I., L~O.C., and S-A 
to HARC scores will be addressed in Chapter V. Lastly, the 
differences between predictor variables of males and females 
will be discussed. The present Chapter is organized into 
three major sections: A) a discussion and summary of present 
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findings relating to the above-mentioned issues; B) conclusions 
of the study; and C) recommendations for further investigation. 
Discussion of Present Findings 
Discussion of the HARKNESS Assessment of Residence Counselors 
The development of a reliable and valid assessment of 
residence counselor effectiveness was central to this study. 
A copy of the HARC can be found in Appendix D. Detailed 
procedures on administration and scoring of the HARC can be 
found in Chapter III. The HARC was designed to provide a 
measure of criteria that residence staff members ranked as 
essential for effective residence hall counseling. 
The HARC allows student personnel administrators to 
develop local norms for the entire RC staff and for the 
individual RC. Detailed feedback is then given to the 
individual RC by contrasting each RC's evaluation on every 
item of the HARC to the staff-at-large average and standard 
deviation on every item of the HARC. Its usefulness as a 
feedback instrument for staff improvement has been accepted 
at the University of the Pacific (U.O.P.) for 8 years. 
A major contribution of this study was to design and 
subject the HARC to validity and reliability studies. As 
reported in Chapter III, content validation appears to have 
been adequately established for assessment of RCs at U.O.P. 
A study that compared the evaluation scores of forty-four 
resident counselors by fellow staff members and the student 
evaluators revealed a Pearson Product-Moment correlation of 
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E = .49 (Q ( .001). This indicated that there was a significant 
correlation between how staff members viewed each of the forty-
four RC performances and howstudentsviewed each of the forty-
four RC performances. It appears that the HARC measures RC 
effectiveness. The next task was to establish reliability of 
the HARC. As indicated in Chapter III, the estimates of the 
HARC's reliability indicate high reliability. Split-half 
reliability estimates ranged from .86 to .92 and the internal 
consistency estimate was .91. The utility, validit~ and 
reliability of the HARC appeared to be adequately established 
for purposes of this study. However, the item content of the 
HARC may not be appropriate for use at other universities. 
Careful examination of criteria that leads to effective 
residence counseling needs to be examined by residence staff 
personnel before the HARC is used. Agreement on criteria for 
effective residence counseling is also important in establish-
ing the subject content of the Criterion Referenced Leaderless 
Group Interview. It is this direct and logical link between 
evaluation criteria and selection criteria that underscores 
effective selection and evaluation of RCs. 
Discussion of the Criterion Referenced Leaderless Group Interview 
The L.G.I. was designed to provide student personnel 
administrators with a sample of behavior that closely approxi-
mates behavior necessary for effective residence counseling. 
The criteria used in the evaluation of RCs arepurposefully 
introduced as criteria for ranking a candidate's performance 
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during the L.G.I. Problem situations in the L.G.I. must also 
be closely related to real life problems encountered in the 
practice of residence counseling. Examples of rating criteria 
and physical lay-out requirements are detailed in Appendix B. 
It should be noted that the L.G.I. does not provide adequate 
samples of all criteria used to evaluate effective residence 
counseling as measured by the HARC. For example, the criteria 
of availability or dependability is not believed to be 
adequately measured by the L.G.I. The student personnel 
administrator must rely on other applicant information to 
answer these types of questions. 
Inter-rater agreement on the rating form associated with 
L.G.I. performance was studied. Over 100 candidates and 2,500 
ratings were analyzed. Ninety-five percent of the candidates 
who were rated illustrated 75% or greater agreement between 
two adjacent rating categories. This study suggests that there 
was some agreement between evaluators and how they viewed the 
candidate's performance. It should be noted that the L.G.I. 
rating form is not standardized and has not been subjected to 
extensive psychometric validity and reliability studies. A 
standardized instrument to measure L.G.I. performance would 
be of great value to personnel administrators. The L.G.I. 
rating method certainly needs improvement, however, these 
scores produced the highest correlation coefficients with 
composite HARC evaluation scores for the total sample 
population as well as for males and females. 
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Hypothesis 1 predicted that the L.G.I. ratings would be 
correlated to evaluation scores on the HARC. Results of this 
study support this hypothesis. There were significant 
positive correlations between L.G.I. ratings and the HARC 
composite evaluation as well as the recommendation to return 
to staff measure of RC effectiveness. These results suggest 
that the L.G.I. performance does relate to subsequent 
performance on the job. 
Hypothesis lA predicted that the correlation between 
L.G.I. ratings and counselor effectiveness ratings would be 
high enough to add predictive strength to an MRA. Results 
of this study support this hypothesis. 
The L.G.I. was designed to reflect RC performance. 
The correlations and R2 values presented in Chapter IV 
indicated that the L.G.I. served this purpose in this study 
The L.G.I. process needs to be replicated in other univer-
sity settings to determine its utility as a selection method. 
Discussion of the C.P.I. Subscales 
Hypothesis 2 predicted that various subscales of the 
C.P.I. would be related to counselor effectiveness ratings. 
Results of this study support only that the Self-Acceptance 
subscale of the C.P.I. was related to RC effectiveness 
ratings. The remaining 17 scales were not significantly 
correlated to the HARC composite scale or the recommendation 
to return to staff scale. The S-A scale was negatively 
correlated to performance evaluation scores. Gough (1969) 
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explains that low scores on the S-A scale indicate individuals 
who tend to be seen as methodical, conservative, dependable, 
conventional, easy going, and quiet. High scores tend to be 
seen as intelligent, outspoken, sharp-witted, demanding, 
aggressive, and self-centered. It should be noted that the 
average S-A standard score for RCs in the sample population 
was 63.44. This is above the norm group for the C.P.I. of 
SO. Apparently, those who scored above the 63.44 average 
for RCs are seen by evaluators as having qualities described 
by Gough for high scores. These qualities are apparently 
related to lower evaluations of RC effectiveness. Those who 
scored below the average for RCs are closer to the norm 
group average and tend to be evaluated higher on the HARC. 
In summary, those who tend to be seen as sharp-witted, 
demanding, aggressive, or self-centered do not appear to be 
rated as effective RCs. 
Hypothesis 2A predicted that correlations between 
various C.P.I. subscales and counselor effectiveness ratings 
would be high enough to add predictive strength to a 
multiple regression analysis. Results of this study 
indicated that only the S-A subscale of the C.P.r. produced 
a high enough ~2 change to be of value in the MRA that 
predicts counselor effectiveness. The remaining 17 C.P.I. 
subscales were not utilized as predictors. It appears that 
the C.P.I. has limited value in selecting effective RCs. 
Discussion of the Rotter Locus of Control 
Hypothesis 3 predicted that L.O.C. scores would be 
correlated to counselor effectiveness ratings. Results of 
this study supported this hypothesis. As reported in Chapter 
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IV, significant negative correlations were found between L.O.C. 
scores and HARC scores. Low scores on the L.O.C. indicate an 
internal locus of control and were related to higher effective-
ness ratings. Higher scores on the L.O.C. indicate an external 
locus of control and were related to lower effectiveness ratings. 
Several criteria that were used to evaluate RC effectiveness 
may also be measured by the L.O.C. The HARC measures the 
availability, responsibility, and dependability of RCs. 
Internal locus of control individuals perceive that their 
success or failure is a direct result of their own actions or 
attributes. External locus of control individuals perceive 
that their success is a result of fate, luck, chance, or under 
the control of powerful others. Therefore, the internal 
may be inclined to put forth more effort in affecting the 
quality of their own performance as an RC than an external. 
Specifically, internals assume responsibility for their actions 
and may tend to be more available, responsible, and dependable 
than externals. 
Hypothesis 3A predicts that correlations between the L.O.C. 
and counselor effectiveness ratings will-be high enough to add 
predictive strength to a multiple regression analysis. Results 
of this study aupport this hypothesis. The L.O.C. measures a 
personality dimension not addressed in the L.G.I. or the C.P.I. 
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As previously mentioned, the L.O.C. may be related to criteria 
used to evaluate RC effectiveness. Hence, the value of the 
L.O.C. in a predictor equation is enhanced due to its signifi-
cant correlation with the HARC and its relatively low correla-
tion to the L.G.I. and S-A subscale of the C.P.I. 
Summary of Criterion Referenced Selection and Evaluation 
This study explored the relationship of the L.O.C., L.G.I. 
and the S-A subscale of the C.P.I. with counselor effectiveness 
ratings as measured by the HARC. An analysis of items on the 
HARC composite scale and selection instruments used in this 
study illustrate how criteria used to evaluate RC effectiveness 
may be measured in advance by using selection instruments that 
approximate those criteria. The L.G.I. gives the current 
resident staff a sample of the candidates behavior in a 
problem situation similar to those encountered in residence 
counseling. The HARC composite scale measures the qualities 
of fairness, partiality, objectivity, maturity, perceptiveness, 
and integrity. The L.G.I. gives the current resident staff an 
opportunity to observe these qualities and assign an overall 
rating to the candidate. Perhaps it is this logical linkage 
between selection criteria and evaluation criteria that 
accounts for the significant correlations between the L.G.I. 
and HARC composite scores. Similarly, the L.O.C. may measure 
qualities that are related to the HARC composite scale. 
Internals may be more responsible, dependable, available, and 
take their position seriously more often than externals. 
Lastly, RCs who scored high on the S-A subscale tended to 
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have lower counselor effectiveness ratings than those who 
scored lower and closer to the norm group average on the S-A 
scale. High scorers on the S-A tend to be seen as outspoken, 
sharpwitted, demanding, aggressive and self-centered. The 
HARC co~posite measures the RC's fairness, sensitivity, warm-
ness and flexibility. We should expect RCs who demonstrate 
the qualities of high S-A scorers to be rated low on the HARC 
composite items mentioned above. It should be clear that the 
better we are able to define the qualities we expect the 
effective RC to possess, the better we are able to develop 
predictive models that select people with those qualities. 
The Predictive Strength of the L.G.I., L.O.C. and S-A Scales 
to the HARC 
Hypotheses lA, 2A, and 3A addressed each of the predictor 
variablets contributions to aMRA. Re~ults of this study 
indicate that each predictor added a sufficient amount of R2 
change to be included in the stepwise MRA. This section deals 
with the overall predictive strength of these variables to 
performance evaluations. Tables III and IV presented in 
Chapter IV detail the results of the MRA for the HARC composite 
and recommendation for staff measures of RC effectiveness. 
Results presented in Table III indicate that 53% of the variance 
in HARC composite evaluations can be predicted by using the 
L.G.I., S-A scale and the L.O.C. The relationship between 
evaluation criteria and selection criteria may account for the 
relatively high predictive strength of these variables to the 
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HARC composite scores. Results presented in Table IV indicate 
that 43% of the variance in the recommendation to return to 
staff scale can be predicted by using the L.G.I., S-A, and 
L.O.C. scales. It appears that the L.G.I., S-A scale and 
L.O.C. can serve as useful selection tools to assist personnel 
administrators in the selection of effective RCs 
at U.O.P. It should be noted that this approach should be 
used in conjunction with normal selection procedures. 
Discussion of the Differences Between Predictors of Male and 
Female Effectiveness 
Hypothesis 4 predicted that the relationship between 
predictor variable scales would be different for males than 
for females. Support of this hypothesis was reported in 
Chapter IV. The L.O.C. and S-A scales were significantly 
correlated with the HARC composite scale for female residence 
counselors and were not significant for male counselors. The 
L.G.I. was significantly correlated for both male and female 
HARC composite scores but notable qualitative differences in 
correlation were observed~ The L.G.I. is more highly corre-
lated for males (f = .71) than for females (f = .54). The 
L.G.I. may have been less predictive for females due to the 
more positively skewed distribution of L.G.I. ratings for 
females. Also, it appears that females who are seen by 
student evaluators as having high S-A qualities (outspoken, 
demanding, aggressive, self-centered) were rated lower on the 
HARC composite than were males. Further, the internal L.O.C. 
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female residence counselor is more likely to be evaluated 
higher on the HARC composite than internal males. Results of 
the recommendation to return to staff are similar to the HARC 
composite with the exception of the S-A scale that was not 
significantly correlated for both males and females. 
Hypothesis 4A addressed the differences in the predictive 
strengths of the L.G.I., L.O.C., and S-A scales for males and 
females. Results of this study indicate that the predictive 
strength was different on these variables for males than for 
females. The L.O.C. and S-A scales were over twice as 
predictive for female RC effectiveness than for male RC 
effectiveness. The L.G.I. was over twice as predictive for 
male RC effectiveness than for female RC effectiveness. Both 
measures of counselor effectiveness reflected the above-
mentioned findings. The results of this study indicate that 
the weighting of variables in any predictive model developed 
to select RCs should be different for males than for females. 
Conclusions of the Study 
The findings of the present research led to the following 
conclusions: 
1. The HARKNESS Assessment of Resident Counselors 
(HARC) has demonstrated reliability and validity in assess-
ing RC effectiveness at U.O.P. This instrument can be 
used to develop local norms and provide comparative feed-
back to individual RCs. Results of the norm groups and 
individual profiles can be utilized to develop training 
96 
programs and enhance individual staff member development. 
The utility, reliability and validity of this instrument has 
yet to be demonstrated in other university settings. Careful 
attention needs to be given to the criteria necessary for 
effective residence counseling in other university settings. 
2. The Criterion Referenced Leaderless Group Interview 
(L.G.I.) is a useful process in the selection of RCs at U.O.P. 
The criteria used to evaluate performance in the L.G.I. are 
closely related to criteria used to evaluate RCs. L.G.I. 
performance is positively correlated to counselor effective-
ness ratings. 
3. The Rotter Locus of Control Scale (L.O.C.) is a 
useful selection instrument of RCs at U.O.P. Performance 
on the L.O.C. is negatively correlated with counselor 
effectiveness ratings. RCs with an internal locus of 
control obtained a more positive RC effectiveness rating 
than RCs with an external locus of control. 
4. The Self-Acceptance Subscale (S-A) of the 
California Psychological Inventory (C.P.I.) is a somewhat 
useful selection instrument of RCs at U.O.P. Scores on the 
S-A scale are negatively correlated to RC effectiveness ratings. 
5. The L.G.I., L.O.C., and S-A scales can be used as an 
adjunct to regular selection procedures aimed at selecting 
effective RCs at U.O.P. Fifty-three percent of the variance 
in counselor effectiveness ratings at U.O.P. was accounted 
for by using these 3 predictor variables. The predictive 
strength of these variables need to be studied and replicated 
in other university settings before their utility is fully 
accepted. 
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6. The predictive strength of the L.G.I., L.O.C., and S-A 
scales are different for males than for females. The L.O.C. 
and S-A scales are more predictive for females than for males. 
Any attempt to develop a predictor model to select effective 
RCs should involve an analysis of weighting assigned these 
variables. Replication of these findings concerning the 
predictive strength of variables for males and females is 
necessary before strong confidence in these findings is 
achieved. 
Recommendations 
1. Future research in the selection and evaluation of 
effective RCs should investigate the utility, reliability, and 
validity of the HARC in other university settings. A careful 
analysis of criteria necessary for effective residence 
counseling should be conducted to determine if the criteria 
on the HARC are parallel to the criteria necessary for 
effective residence counseling in other university settings. 
2. Future research should involve the development of a 
standardized evaluation instrument for the L.G.I. Such an 
instrument would be of great value in the development of 
predictive criteria used to select effective RCs. Criteria 
used to evaluate performance in the L.G.I. should be closely 
related to criteria used to evaluate RC effectiveness. 
3. Future research should involve replication of the 
correlations found between predictor variables and RC 
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effectiveness ratings. In addition, the predictive strength 
of variables used in this study to form a stepwise MRA need 
to be re-examined. Lastly, the differences in predictor . 
variables that best predict male and female RC effectiveness 
need to be replicated in other university settings and 
re-examined at U.O.P. 
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Name __________________________ __ 
THE ROTTER INTERNAL-EXTERNAL CONTROL SCALE 
1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too 
easy with them. 
2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck. 
b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don't take 
enough interest in politics. 
b. There- will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them. 
4. a. In the long·run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 
b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no matter 
how hard he tries. 
5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense. 
b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are influenced 
by accidental happenings. 
6. a. l~ithout the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
opportunities. 
No matter how hard· you try some people just don't like you. 
People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get along 
with others. 
Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality. 
It is one's experiences in life which determine what they're like. 
I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision 
to take a definite course of action. 
In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a 
thing as an unfair test. 
Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that 
studying is really useless. 
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing 
to do with it. 
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right 
time. 
12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the 
little guy can do about it. 
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 
b. It is not always wise to plarr too far ahead because many things turn out 
to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyway. 
14. a. There are certain people who are just no good. 
b. There is some good in everybody. 
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in 
the right place first. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has little 
to do with it. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces 
we can neither understand nor control. 
By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can 
control world events. 
~lost people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled 
by accidental happenings. 
There really is no such thing as "luck." 
One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 
It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 
How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are. 
In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good 
ones. 
Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, 
or a 11 three. 
With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
It is difficult for people t~ have much control over the things politicians 
do in office. 
23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 
b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get. 
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24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themsalves what they should do. 
b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are. 
25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen 
to me. 
b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important 
role in my life. 
26. a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 
b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please people. If they like 
you, they like you. 
27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school. 
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 
28. a. What happens to me is my own doing. 
b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my 
life is taking. 
29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way they do. 
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national 
as well as on a local level. 
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APPENDIX B 
Notes: 
Leaderless Group Interviews 
Purposes 
1. Give all applicants an opportunity to be seen and heard. 
2. To screen large numbers of applicants in reasonably efficient 
manner. 
3. To involve current staff in ·process. 
4. To screen for basics: 
a. ho\Y applicant responds to pressure, stress. 
b. ho,., applicant· interacts 1dth others. 
c. ho,., applicant responds to abstract i.e. situations. 
d. presence, poise, articulation, and personality ("First 
Impression" characteristics). 
5. Introduce applicants to "realities" of job, i.e. situations 
for discussion. 
Format 
Sessions of 10-14 applicants·. (If group too small dynamics · 
do not remain "fluid.") Begin with one group session of all 
applicants discussing our rather complex, open ended situation 
for about 20 minutes. (Be sure each group gets the same amount 
of time.) Then, divide group into tHo smaller ones and give . 
them-two briefer situations to discuss. (Give about 10 minutes 
for--each situation.) 
Situations given for discussion may be changed for variety 
(for evaluators' interest), but the dynamics or dimensions of 
the altered situations should be equivalent so that no group 
has substantially different material to consider. If possible, 
situations should reflect real ~ncidents. Name, etc. should 
be changed, and events can be combined. 
Evaluat~on is based on accumulated perceptual responses---the 
more evaluations, the better the.predicability. We will no~ 
conduct a. session with less than 20 evaluators present. A 
minimum number should be set, so each group has· an equivalent 
evaluation base. · 
Evaluators need to be prepared, can rotate, attend some or 
all sessions. Preparation need not be extensive if number of 
evaluators is fairly large. The smaller the number, the more 
training needed. Our evaluators learn as much from the process 
as the applicants, perhaps, more. Thus, we get the added 
ben~fit plus increased commitment to process and job. 
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UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
Division of Student Life 
Residential Life Program 
Rating Scale and Guidelines for Evaluating 
Leaderless Group Interviews 
1982-83 
A. Rating Scale: 
1 - Very Low - Responses and interaction during interviews 
were very poor. This includes no response at all. Should 
~ be considered an R.A. 
2 - Low - Responses and interaction during interviews were 
questionable. Probably would not make a good R.A. 
3- Average- Neutral -.Responses and interaction during 
interviews were both good and bad. This individual might 
or might ~ make a good R.A. Undecided 
4 - High - Responses and interpction during interviews were 
good. Definitely has good potential for being an R.A. 
5 - Very High - Responses and interaction during interviews 
were outstanding. ~ doubt would make a good R.A. 
8. Things to look for as process observer: 
1. Participation: 
2. Leadership: 
3. Roles: 
4. Decision-Making: 
5. Communication: 
6. Sensitivity: 
Did all have opportunities to participate? 
Were some excluded? Was an effort made to 
draw people out? Did a few dominate? 
Did a leader, as such, emerge? Was a 
leader designated? Was leadership shared? 
Was there any structuring of the group? 
Who initiated ideas? Were they supported 
.and by whom? Did anyone block? Who 
helped push for decisions? 
Did group get a lot of ideas suggested 
before beginning to decide, or did it 
begin deciding on only a single idea? 
Did everyone agree to the decisions made? 
Who helped influence decisions of others? 
Did people feel free to talk? Was there 
any interrupting or cutting people off? 
Did people listen to others? Was there 
clarification o~ points made? 
Were members sensitive to the needs and 
concerns of each other? 
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c. Characteristics of task, g:roue, and self oriented roles: 
1. Task Oriented 
a. Initiating d. Clarifying 
b. Seeking information e. Summarizing 
c. Giving information f. Consensus testing 
2. Grou:e Oriented 
a~ Encouraging d. Harmonizing 
b. Gatekeeping e. Relieving tension 
c. Standard setting f. Expressing Group feeling 
3. Self Oriented 
a. Blocking d. Avoiding 
b •. Recognition Seeking e. Special interest 
c. Dominating 
D. Group Behavior Descriptions: 
-1!-.Re---tol·rowing descF-:i:pt;-iens-may be considered positive characteristics 
or behavior. These descriptions represent the type of behavior that we 
should be watching and listening for during the group interviews. This 
list is not designed to ·be a check list, although it may be helpful to 
you during your observations or during the evaluation that follows. 
FRIENDLINESS & SOCIABILITY 
*trys to get to know others 
*starts conversations easily 
*sincerely interested in others 
*maintains good sense of humor 
*introduces others/self 
*positive friendly comments 
*accepting towards others 
*smiles/laughs at/with others 
*harmonizes djsagreements 
FLEXIBILITY/OPENESS 
*accepts different ideas 
*is willing to change 
*able to admit mistakes 
*avoids defensivene~s 
*able to laugh at self 
*reveals personal feelings, etc. 
*avoids suspicious approach 
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR 
*draws entire group into discus-
sion 
*does not dominate yet may lead 
discussion 
*may organize/discussion group 
progress 
*may mediate discussions 
*is often looked at, questioned, 
etc. 
*often leads in conflict resolu-
tion 
*may often begin discussions or 
end them 
*often asks important or leading 
questions 
COMHUNICATION SKILLS 
*expresses self articulately easily 
*is understood easily 
*does not ramble on 
*listens carefully, accurately 
*paraphrases, summarizes others 
*asks for feedback or responses 
*formulates ideas before speaking 
*does not speak just to be heard 
*avoids dominating, interrupting 
CONCERN FOR OTHERS 
*often supports or encourages others 
*seldom dominates or interrupts others 
*trys to reduce conflict or tensions 
*concerned about others feelings 
*disagrees with ideas not people 
*avoids embarrassing others 
*laughs with not at others 
*trys to understand/help others 
SELF CONFIDENCE & ASSERTIVENESS 
*able to state opinions/feelings easily 
*seldom depreciates self/own beliefs 
*addresses problems directly ~~ 
,f'stands up for own opinions .. yetl 
(··{avoids stepping on others ~ 
\\ P~OBLEM-SOLVING 
*asks pertinent questions 
*adds useful information 
*discusses causes and consequences 
*tends to use logic vs. emotion 
*trys to think of new ideas 
*supports ideas with reason 
*may debate pros - cons 
*is task oriented, very concerned with 
getting work done 
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Residential Life Program 
R.A. Scl~~tion Process 
Leaderless Group Intcrvie·J Evaluation 
1982-83 
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2vnluator' s Name : __________ __;Session: ____ ~Date/Day: _______ Tirr.e ____ _ 
R."lt.c: each applicant mlO\oJ uGing the numerical scale and the guideline given. (See 
se~ate sheet) Your rating should reflect your final response to the ap~licant after 
obscrvir.g them in lx>th the large and small group settings. 
Criteria to consider when evaluating applicants: 
Friendliness & Sociability 
Flexibility/Openess 
Leadership Behavior . 
Communication Skills 
I Appl,~cant' s IARGE GROUP: 
l'IC!r;=> NOFc.S, co:~lENTs 
l.l. 
I 
,2. 
,3. 
4. 
--
s. 
,6. 
i 
I 7. 
6. 
9. 
lO. 
rl. 
/12. 
I 
! 
r\ 3. 
! 
I 
r-,-:: i- .. 
I 
Concern For Others 
Self-Confidence 
Assertiveness 
Problem-Solving 
SCORE SHALL GROUP: 
OPI'. NOI'ES, ro'lMENI'S 
I 
Role In The Group: 
Task Oriented 
Group Oriented 
Self Oriented 
SCORE FIRl\L 
OPI'. PATJNG 
. 
-
,. 
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APPENDIX C 
LEADERLESS GROUP INTERVIEW ASSESSMENT 
CROSSTABS ON INTER RATER RELIABILITY 
FILE NONAME <CREATION DATE = 03/01/831 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
NUMBER ' CANDIDATES NUMBER 
C R 0 S S T A B U L A T I 0 N 0 F * ~ ~ ~ 
BY LGISCR L G I SCC 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ ~ 
NUMBER 
LGISCR 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 
--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 4 I 9 I 9 I 1 I 23 
2 
3 
4 
5 
I 0.0 I 17.4 ! 39.1 I 39.1 I 4.3 I 0.9 
0.0 I 0.8 I 1.0 I 1.2 0.6 
0.0 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.4 0.0 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------r 
I 2 I 0 I 6 I 10 I 8 I 
I 7.7 I 0.0 I 23.1 I 38.5 30.8 
I 1.3 I 0.0 I 0.7 I 1.3 5.0 
I 0.1 I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
I 0 I 3 I 11 I 16 I 1 I 
I 0.0 I 9.7 I 35.5 I 51.6 I 3.2 
I 0.0 ! 0.6 I 1.2 I 2.2 I 0.6 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.4 I · 0.8 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
I 10 I 7 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 
I 45.5 I 31.8 I 22.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 6.3 I 1.3 I 0.5 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
I 0 I 4 I 14 I 9 I 1 I 
0.0 14.3 so.o 32.1 3.S I 
26 
1.0 
31 
1. 2 
22 
0.9 
28 
1 - 1 
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I o.o 0.8 1.5 1.2 0.6 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.6 I 0.4 I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
6 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 16 I 3 I 24 
I o.o I o.o I 20.8 I 68.7 I 12.5 I 1.0 
I o.o I o.o I 0.5 I 2.2 I 1.9 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.2 I 0.8 I 0.1 I 
-I------·-- I-------- I-------- I-------- I-------- I 
7 I 0 I 1 I 11 I 10 I 2 I 24 
I o.o I 4.2 I 45.8 I 41.7 I 8.3 I 1 • c) 
I o.o I o.z I 1.2 I 1.3 I 1. 2 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.1 r 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
8 I 0 I 1 I 5 I 12 I 10 I 28 
I o.o I 3.6 I 17.9 I 42.9 I 35.7 I 1.1 
I o.o ! 0.2 I c). 5 I 1.6 I 6.2 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.4 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
9 I 0 I 3 I 10 I 9 I 2 I 24 
I o.o I 12.5 I 41.7 37.5 I 8.3 I 1.0 
I o.o I 0.6 I 1.1 1.2 I 1.2 I 
I o.o I c). 1 I 0.4 0.4 I 0. 1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
10 I 0 I 1 I 6 I 14 I 5 I 26 
I o.o I 3.8 I 23.1 I 53.8" 19.2 1.0 
r 0.1) I 0.2 I 0.7 r 1.9 3. 1 
I o.o I o.o I 0.2 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
11 I 0 I 2 I 9 I 9 I 3 I 23 
I o.o I 8.7 I 39.1 I 39.1 I 13.0 I 0.9 
I o.o I 0.4 1.0 1.2 I 1.9 I 
r o.o I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
12 I 0 I c) I 7 I 15 I 3 r 25 
r o.o 0.0 I 28.0 I 80.1) r 12.0 1 . c) 
I o.o o.o I o.8 I 2.0 1.9 
r o.o o.o I 0.3 I 0.8 0. 1 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
13 I 7 I 9 I 8 I 0 I 0 I 24 
I 29.2 I 37".5 I 33.3 I o.o I 0.0 I l.O 
I 4.4 I 1. 7 I 0.9 I 0.0 0.1) 
I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.3 I o.o I o.o I 
-I-------- I-·------- I-------- I-------- I-------- I 
14 I 1 I 1 I 7 I 10 I 5 I 24 
I 4.2. I 4 .. 2 I 29.2. I 41.7 r 20.8 I 1.0 
I 0.6 I 0.2 I o.8 I 1.3 I 3.1 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
15 I 3 I 3 I 11 I 6 I 3 I 28 
I 11.5 I 11.5 I 42.3 I 23.1 I 11.5 I 1.0 
I 1.9 I 0.8 I 1.2 I 0.8 1.9 I 
I 0.1 I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0. 1 I 
-I-------- I-------- I.-------- I-------- I-------- I 
16 I 1 I 0 I 3 I 18 I 4 I 28 
I 3.8 I o.o I 11.5 I 89.2 I 15.4 I 1.0 
I o.s I· o.o I 0.3 I 2.4 I 2.5 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.1 I 0.7 I 0.2. I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
17 I 1 I a I 12. I 3 I 1 I 25 
I 4.0 r 32..0 I 48.0 I 12.0 I 4.0 1.0 
I 0.6 I 1. 5 I 1.3 I 0.4 I 0.6 
I o.o I 0.3 r 0.5 I 0. 1 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
18 I 1 I 3 I G I 8 r 5 I 23 
I 4.3 r 13.0 I 28.1 I 34.8 r 21.7 I 0.9 
I O.G I 0.8 r 0.7 r l.1 I 3.1 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
19 I 3 I 6 I 9 I 5 I 0 I 23 
I 13.0 I 26.1 I 39.1 I 21.7 I 0.0 I 0.9 
I 1.9 I 1.1 I 1.0 I 0.7 I 0.0 I 
I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
20 I 0 I 2 I 9 I 11 I 1 I 23 
I 0.0 I 8.7 I 39.1 I 47.8 I 4.3 I 0.9 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 1.0 I 1.5 I 0.6 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
21 I 0 I l I 9 I 15 I 1 I 26 
0.0 I 3.8 I 34.6 I 57.7 3.8 1.0 
0.0 I 0.2 I 1,0 I 2.0 0.6 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.4 I 0.6 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
23 I 1 I 3 I 5 I 18 I 2 I 29 
I 3.4 I 10.3 I 17.2 I 62.1 I 6.9 I 1.2 
I 0.6 I 0.6 I 0.5 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.7 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
24 I 8 I 13 I 6 I 1 I 0 I 28 
I 28.6 I 46.4 I 21.4 I 3.6 I 0.0 I 1.1 
I 5.0 I 2.5 I 0.7 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
I 0.3 I O.S I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
25 I 0 I 6 I 5 I 10 I 3 I 24 
I 0.0 I ZS.O I 20.8 I 41.7 I 12.5 I 1.0 
I 0.0 I 1.1 I O.S I 1.3 I 1.9 I 
I 0.0 1 0.2 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
26 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 6 I 1 I 28 
I 21.4 I ZS.O I 28.6 I 21.4 I 3.6 I 1.1 
I 3.8 I 1.3 I 0.9 I 0.8 I 0.6 
r· 0.2 I 0.3 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
27 } 1 I 8 I S I 8 I 1 I 23 
I 4.3 I 34.8 21.7 I 34.8 I 4.3 0.9 
I 0.6 I 1.5 O.S I 1.1 I 0.6 
I 0.0 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
28 I 8 I 11 I a I 3 I 0 I 28 
I 28.6 I 39.3 I 21.4 I 10.7 I 0.0 I 1.1 
I 5.0 I 2.1 I 0.7 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
30 I 0 I 0 I 11 I 17 I 2 30 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 36.7 I 56.7 I 6.7 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.2 I 2.3 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.4 I 0.7 I 0.1 I 
-1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
31 I 0 I 0 I 9 I 13 I 1 ' I 23 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 39.1 56.5 I 4.3 I 0.9 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.0 1.8 I 0.6 I 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.4 I 0.5 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
32 I 0 I 0 I 13 I 15 I 3 I 31 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 41.9 I 48,4 I 9.7 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.4 I 2.0 1.8 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I O.S I 0.6 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
33 I 1 I S I 13 I 4 I 1 I 24 
I 4.2 I 20.8 I 54.2 I 16.7 I 4.2 I 1.0 
I 0.6 I 1.0 I 1.4 I O.S I 0.6 I 
o.o 0.2 o.s 0.2 o.o 
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-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
34 I 0 I 1 I 8 I 16 I 1 I 26 
I 0.0 I 3.8 I 30.8 I 61.5 I 3.8 I 1.0 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.9 2.2 I 0.6 I 
I O.O· I 0.0 I 0.3 I 0.6 I 0.0 I 
-I--------1--------r--------I--------I--------I 
35 I S I 12 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 23 
I 26.1 I 52.2 I 21.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.9 
I 3.8 I 2.3 I 0.5 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
36 I 2 I 4 I 14 I 3 I 0 I 23 
I 8.7 I 17.4 I 60.9 I 13.0 I 0.0 I 0.8 
I 1.3 I 0.8 I 1.5 0.4 0.0 I 
I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.6 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
37 I 0 I 4 I 13 I 7 I 4 I 28 
I 0.0 I 14.3 I 46.4 I 25.0 I 14.3 I 1.1 
I· 0.0 I 0.8 I 1.4 I 0.9 I 2.5 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
38 I 3 I 13 I 5 I 2 I 0 I 23 
I 13~0 I 58.5 I 21.7 I 8.7 I 0.0 I 0.8 
I 1.9 I 2.5 I 0.5 I 0.3 I 0.0 
I 0.1 I O.S I 0.2 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
~I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
39 I 0 I 0 I S I 16 I 5 I 28 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 19.2 I 61.5 I 18.2 I 1.0 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.5 I 2.2 I 3.1 I 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
40 I 4 I 6 I 10 I 6 I 0 I 26 
I 15.4 I 23.1 I 38.5 I 23.1 I 0.0 I 1.0 
I 2.5 1.1 I 1.1 I 0.8 I 0.0 I 
I 0.2 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
41 I 1 I 4 I 6 I 12 I 0 I 23 
I 4.3 I 17.4 26.1 I 52.2 I 0.0 I 0.8 
I 0.6 I 0.8 0.7 I 1.8 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
42 I S I 10 I 10 I 1 I 0 I 28 
I 19.2 I 38.5 I 38.5 I 3.8 0.0 I 1.0 
I 3.1 I 1.9 I 1.1 I 0.1 0.0 I 
I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------1"--------I--------I--------I 
43 I 3 I 3 I 14 I 6 0 I 26 
I 11.5 I 11.5 I 53.8 I 23.1 0.0 I 1.0 
I 1.9 I 0.8 I 1.5 I 0.8 0.0 I 
I 0.1 I 0.1 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I~-------I--------I 
44 I 0 I 2 I 12 I 13 I 1 I. 28 
I 0.0 I 7.1 I 42.9 I 46.4 I 3.6 I 1.1 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 1.3 I 1.8 I O.a I 
! 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.5 I 0.5 I 0.0 I 
-I--~-----I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
45 I 3 I 4 I 4 I 9 I 3 I 23 
I 13.0 I 17.4 I 17.4 I 39.1 I 13.0 I 0.8 
I 1.8 I 0.8 I 0.4 I. 1.2 I 1.9 I 
I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
46 I 0 I 7 I 15 I 1 I 0 I 23 
I 0.0 I 30.4 I 65.2 I 4.3 I 0.0 I 0.9 
I 0.0 I 1.3 I 1.8 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
l 0.0 I 0.3 I 0.6 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I-------- I-------- I--~:--:---.!---:----- I----:-:--- .I 
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47 I I) 4 I 13 I 5 I 1 23 
I o.o 17.4 I 56.5 I 21.7 I 4.3 0.9 
I o.o 0.9 I 1.4 I 0.7 I 0.6 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 1).5 I 0.2 I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I-----~--I----~---I--------I 
.48 I 1 I 4 I 10 I 5 I 3 I 23 
I 4.3 I 17.4 I 43.5 I 21.7 I 13.0 I 0.9 
I 0.6 I 0.8 I 1.1 I 0.7 I 1.9 I 
I o.o I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
49 I 1 I 7 I 14 I 4 I 0 I 26 
l 3.9 I 26.9 I 53.8 r 15.4 I o.o I 1.0 
I 0.6 I 1.3 I 1.5 I 0.5 I o.o I 
I o.o I 0.3 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------r--------r--------r 
50 I 0 I 8 I 7 r 7 I 1 I 23 
I o.o I 34.8 I 30.4 I 30.4 I 4.3 I 0.9 
I 0.0 r 1.5 I o.a r 0.9 I O.G I 
r o.o I 0.3 I 0.3 I 0.3 r o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
51 I 4 I 14 I 6 I 2 I I) I ZG 
I 15.4 I 53.9 I 23.1 I 7.7 I o.o r 1 . I) 
I 2.5 I 2.7 I 0.7 I 0.3 r o.o I 
I o.z I 0.6 I o.z I 0.1 I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------r--------I 
52 I 3 I 15 I 4 I 1 I 0 I 23 
I 13.0 I 65.2 I 17.4 r 4.3 I 0.0 I 0.9 
I 1. 9 I 2.9 I 0.4 I 0. 1 I o.o 
I 0.1 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.1) I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
53 I 3 I 11 r 9 I 0 I 1 I 24 
I 12.5 I 45.8 I 37.5 I 0.0 I 4.2 1 . I) 
I 1.9 I 2.1 I 1.0 I 0.0 I 0.6 
I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
54 I 0 I 15 I 10 I 1 I I) I 26 
I o.o I 57.7 I 39.5 I 3.8 I 0.0 I 1. 0 
I o.o I 2.9 I 1 • 1 I 0.1 I o.o I 
I o.o I 0.6 I 0.4 I o.o I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
55 I 2 I 13 I 9 I 3 I 0 I 26 
I. 7.7 I 50.0 I 30.9 I 11.5 I o.o I 1.0 
I 1.3 I 2.5 I 0.9 I 0.4 I o.o r 
I 0.1 I o.s I 0.3 I 0.1 I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
sa I 0 I 5 I 17 I 4 I I) r 26 
I o.o I 19.2 I 65.4 I 15.4 I o.o 1 . f) 
I o.o I 1.0 I 1.9 I 0.5 I o.o 
I o.o I 0.2 I 0.7 I 0.2 I 0.1) I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
57 I 1 I 11 I 6 I 6 I 1) I 24 
I 4.2 I 45.a I 25.0 I zs.o I 0.0 I 1. 0 
I 0.6 I 2.1 I 0.7 I o.a o.o 
I o.o I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.2 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
58 I 2 I 11 I 12 I 6 I I) I 31 
I 6.5 I 35.5 I 39.7 I 19.4 I 0.0 I 1.2 
1 1.3 I. 2.1 1 1.3 I 1) .a I 0.0 I 
I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.5 I o.z I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I · 
59 I I) I 1 I 10 I 16 I 3 I 30 
I 0.0 I 3.3 I 33.3 I 53.3 10.0 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 1.1 I z.z 1.8 I 
I 0.0 I . o.o I 0.4 I 0.6 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
GO 0 4 14 I s I 2 I zs 
-
123 
o.o I 15.4 53.8 23.1 7.7 1.0 
0.0 I 0.8 1.5 0.8 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I o.s I 0.2 I I). 1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
61 I 1 I 4 I 16 I 4 I 1 I 26 
I 3.8 I 15.4 I 61.5 I 15.4 I 3.8 I 1.0 
I 0.6 I 0.8 I 1.7 I 0.5 I I) .6 I 
I o.o I 0..2 I 0.6 I o.z I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
62 I 0 I 0 I 8 I 10 I 6 I 24 
I o.o I o.o I 33.3 I 41.7 I 25.0 I 1.0 
I o.o I o.o I 0.9 I 1.3 I 3.7 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
63 I 3 I 15 I 9 I 1 I I) I 28 
I 10.7 I 53.6 I 32.1 I 3.6 I o.o 1.1 
I 1.9 I 2.9 I 1.0 I 0. 1 I 0.0 
I 0.1 I 1),6 I 0.4 I o.o I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
64 I 1 I 5 I 13 I 7 I 0 26 
I 3.8 I 19.2 I 50.0 I 26.9 I 0.0 1 . I) 
I 0.6 I 1.0 I 1.4 I 0.9 I 0.0 
I o.o I 0.2 I 0.3 I 0.3 I 0 ,I) 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
65 I 4 I 6 I 14 I 2 I I) I 26 
I 15.4 I 23.1 53.8 I 7.7 1),0 1.0 
I 2.5 I 1.1 1.5 I 0.3 o.o 
I 0.2. I o.z I 0.6 I I). 1 I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
68 I 1 I 1 I 9 I 11 I 1 I 23 
I 4.3 I 4.3 I 39.1 47.8 4.3 I 0.9 
r o.s I 0.2 I 1.0 l.S 0.6 I 
I o.o I o.o I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
67 I 0 I 2 I 4 I 12 I 6 I 24 
I 0.0 I 8.3 I 18.7 I 50.0 I 25.0 I 1.0 
I o.o I 0.4 I 0.4 I 1.6 I 3.7 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.2 I 0.5 I o.z I 
-1--------I--------I--------I--------r--------I 
sa I 1 I 2 I 9 I 11 I 3 I 26 
I 3.8 I 7.7 I 34.6 42.3 11.5 1.0 
I 0.6 I 0.4 I 1. 0 l.S 1. 9 
I o.o I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0. 1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
70 I 1 I 9 I 12 I 1 I 0 I 23 
I 4.3 I 39.1 I 52.2 I 4.3 I I), 0 I 0.9 
I 0.6 I 1.7 I 1.3 I 0. 1 0.0 
I o.o I 0.4 I 0.5 I o.o I o.o I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
71 I 0 I 7 I 10 I 7 I 0 I 24 
I o.o I Z9.2 I 41.7 I 29.2 I 0.0 I 1.0 
I o.o I 1.3 I 1.1 I 0.9 I o.o I 
I o.o I 0,3 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
n I 1 I 4 I 7 I 10 I 2. I 24 
, I 4.2 I 18.7 I 29.2 I 41.7 I 8.3 I 1 . I) 
I o.s I o.a I o.a I 1.3 1.2 I 
I o.o I o.z I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0. 1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
73 I 0 I 3 I 8 I 13 I 0 I 24 
I o.o I 12.5 I 33.3 r 54.2 I o.o I 1.0 
I o.o o.s I 0.9 I 1.8 I o.o I 
I 0.0 I o. 1 I 0.3 I o.s I o.o I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
74 I I) I 2 I 15 I 4 I 3 I 24 
I 0.0 I 8.3 I 62.5 I 16.7 I 12.5 I . 1..0-
o.o 0.4 1.6 0.5 1.9 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.6 . I 0.2 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
75 I 2 I 8 I 11 I 3 I 0 I 24 
I 8.3 I 33.3 I 45.8 I 12.5 I 0.0 I 1.0 
I 1.3 I 1.5 I 1.2 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
I 0.1 I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I-----~--I--------I--------I 
76 I 0 I 2 I 10 I 1 0 I 4 I 28 
I 0.0 I 7.7 I 38.5 I 38.5 I 15.4 I 1.0 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 1.1 I 1.3 I 2.5 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
77 I 0 I 4 I 14 I 10 I 3 I 31 
1 0.0 I 12.9 I 45.2 I 32.3 I 9.7 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.8 I 1.5 1.3 I 1.9 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.6 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
78 I 0 I 6 I 11 I 8 I 1 I 28 
I 0.0 I 23.1 I 42.3 I 30.8 I 3.8 I 1.0 
I 0.0 1.1 I 1.2 I 1.1 I 0.8 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
79 I 0 I 4 I 10 I 7 I 2 I 23 
I 0.0 I 17.~ I 43.5 I. 30.4 I 8.7 I 0.9 
I 0.0 I 0.8 I 1.1 I 0.9 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------r--------I 
80 I 2 I 3 I 1 S I 5 I 3 I 28 
I 7.1 I 10.7 I 53.6 I 17.9 I 10.7 I 1.1 
I 1.3 I 0.6 1.6 I 0.7 1.9 
I 0.1 I 0.1 I 0.6 I 0.2 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------r--------1 
81, I 10 I 8 I 6 I 0 I 0 I 24 
I 41.7 I 33.3 I 25.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.0 
I 6.3 I 1.5 I 0.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 0.4 I 0.3 I o.z I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
82 I 0 I 2 I 13 I 15 I 1 I 31 
I 0.0 I 8.5 I 41.9 I 48.4 3.2 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 0.4 1.4 I 2.0 0.8 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 0.5 I 0.8 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------r--------I 
83 I 0 I 7 I 11 I 6 I 0 I 24 
I 0.0 I 29.2 I 45.8 I 25.0 I 0.0 I 1.0 
I 0.0 I 1.3 I 1.2 I 0.8 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------r--------I--------I 
84 I 0 I S I 17 I 8 I 1 I 31 
I 0.0 I 16.1 I 54.8 I 25.8 I 3.2 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 1.0 I 1.9 I 1.1 I 0.6 I 
I 0,0 I 0,2 I 0.7 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
85 I 11 I 8 I 4 I 0 I 0 I 23 
I 47.8 I 34.8 I 17.4 0.0 I 0.0 0.9 
I 6.9 I 1.5 I 0.4 0.0 I 0.0 
I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 . 
86 I 0 I 7 I 21 I 3 I 0 I 31 
I 0.0 I 22.8 I 87.7 I 9.7 I 0.0 I 1.2 
I 0.0 I 1.3 I 2.3 I 0.4 I 0.0 
I 0.0 I 0,3 I 0.8 I 0.1 I 0.0 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
87 I 0 I 4 I 5 I 12 I 7 I 28 
I 0.0 I 14.3 17.9 42.9 25.0 I 1.1 
o.o r. o.s o.s 1.s 4.3 I 
124 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.3 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------r· 
88 I 2 I 16 I 11 I 1 I 0 I 
I 6.7 I 53.3 I 36.7 I 3.3 I 0.0 I 
I 1.3 I 3.1 I 1.2 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
I 0,1 I 0.6 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------r--------r--------r--------I--------r 
89 I 1 I 11 I 11 I 3 I 0 I 
I 3.8 I 42.3 I 42.3 I 11.5 I 0.0 I 
I 0.6 I 2.1 I 1.2 I 0.4 I 0.0 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
90 I 0 I 2 I 12 I 7 I 3 I 
I 0.0 I 8.3 I 50.0 I 29.2 I 12.5 I 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 1.3 I 0.9 I 1.9 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.5 I 0,3 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------r--------I--------I 
91 I ' 1 I 11 I 13 I 6 I 0 I 
I 3.2 I 35.5 I 41.9 I 19.4 0.0 I 
I 0.6 I 2.1 I 1.4 I 0.8 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.4 I 0.5 I 0,2 I 0.0 I 
-r--------r--------I--------I--------I--------r 
92 I 0 I 5 I 10 I 8 I 0 I 
I 0.0 I 21.7 I 43.5 I 34.8 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 1.0 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------r--------r 
93 I 0 I 4 I 8 I 13 I 1 I 
I 0.0 I 15.~ I 30.8 I 50.0 I 3.8 I 
I 0.0 I 0.8 I 0.9 I 1.8 I 0.6 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.3 I 0,5 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------r 
94 I 0 I 1 I 5 I 12 I S I 
I 0.0 I 4.3 I 21.7 I 52.2 I 21.7 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 1 O.S I 1.6 I 3.1 I 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.5 I 0.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------r 
95 I 0 I 0 I 12 I 11 I S I 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 42.9 I 39.3 I 17.9 I 
I 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.5 3.1 
I o.o r o.o r o.5 o.4 0.2 r 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------r 
96 I o I 5 r 7 r 10 r 1 r 
r o.o I 21.7 r 30.4 r 43.s r 4.3 I 
I 0.0 I 1.0 I 0.8 I 1.3 I 0.6 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
-r--------I--------I--------1--------r--------r 
97 I 7 r 1 o I 5 r o r o I 
I 31.8 I 45.5 I 22.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
r 4.4 r 1.9 r o.5 r o.o I o.o I 
I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------r--------I--------I--------r 
98 I 0 I 7 I 10 I 9 I 0 I 
r o.o r 26.9 r 38.5 r 34.6 I o.o r 
I 0.0 I 1.3 I 1.1 I 1.2 I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.4 I 0.0 I 
-r--------I--------I--------I--------r--------I 
99 ! 13 I 14 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 
44.8 I 48.3 I 6.9 0.0 0.0 I 
8.1 I 2.7 I 0.2 0.0 o.o I 
I 0.5 I 0.6 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
100 I 0 I 1 I 7 I 13 I 2 I 
I 0.0 I 4.3 I 30.4 I 56.5 I 8.7 I 
I 0.0 I 0.2 I 0.8 I 1.8 I 1.2 I 
I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.~ I 0.5 I 0.1 I. 
30 
1.2 
26 
1.0 
24 
1. 0 
31 
1.2 
23 
0.9 
26 
1.0 
23 
o.s 
28 
1.1 
23 
0.9 
..,..., 
0.9 
28 
1. 0 
29 
1.2 
23 
1). 9 
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-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
101 I · 0 I 3 I 8 I 10 I 2 I 23 
I 0.0 I 13.0 I 34.8 I 43.5 I 8.7 I 0.9 
I 0.0 I 0.6 I 0.9 1.3 I 1.2 I 
I 0.0 I 0.1 I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.1 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
COLUMN 160' 523 917 741 161 2502 
TOTAL 6.4 20.9 36.7 29.6 6.4 100.0 
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APPENDIX D 
R.A. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
Below is a list of qualities considered important in the role of resident 
assistant. We are asking you to evaluate 
as a staff member using these qualities as a guidel1ne. We hope that you 
will give this evaluation you~ serious consideration as your input is es-
sential in the continued development of an effective residence staff. 
Please complete this form and return it to your head resident as soon as 
possible. Thank you. 
Please check one box >- •.0 U'l <I) >.v Please do not mark in .... <I) 0 • ..... § <I) .-<<!) 
only in each area: Cll) Cllll-)< U'l ~ 001-o these >= <I) <I) 111 • 111 ........ C:Clll spaces 0 <I) ~ l-o >..X ~o.: 111 a 111 t~ !l.l 111 ~~g U'l ,..., ~5~ ..... ........ en< < Cl UlCl 
1. Unavailable and 
inaccessible 
2. Responsible, dependable; 
fulfills ftnctions and 
duties effectively 
3. Unfair, partial, lacking 
in objectivity 
4. Mature, stable, and 
consistent 
5. Perceptive, warm, 
sensitive 
6. Uncooperative and 
inflexible 
7. Enthusiastic, imaginative, 
and creative 
8. Lacks initiative and 
self-confidence 
9. Possesses a high degree 
of integrity 
10. Does not take position 
seriously 
11. Would you recomrrend 
this person for the 
staff again next year? 
Additional comments or remarks (Use reverse side if you wish): 
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\vailable/ Responsible 
\ccessible Dependable 
5.00 5.00 
. 
4.46 4.58 
3.925 4.167 
3.39 3.75 
~5 ~3 
.. -
Fair 
Office of Student Life 
Residential Life Program 
R.A. P~~E EVALUATION 1977-1978 
C<J.IPOSITE OF LOCAL NORr-iS AND INDIVIIX.IAL PROFILE 
Mature Perceptive/ Cooperative, Bnthusiastic Takes 
R.A. NAME----------
High Takes RecOJJJllend 
Impartial Stable Wann Flexible maginative Initiative Integrity Position for 
Seriously Staff 
Next Year 
5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.uu j5.UU 15.00 5.00 
._ T.6r 4To· 4.61 4.58 . 4.65 4.54 . 4.80 
4.216 4.162 4.216 4.407 4.016 4.297 4.078 4.455 4.605 
3.82 3.74 3.82 4.11 3.52 3.~5 3.62 4.18 4.41 
-
l:z:z:az ::a:cz:z:ll ~ C:z:a:zz b=:cc ~ ~ 
3.43 3.33 3.43 3.81 3.03 3.60 3.16 3.91 4.31 JL_ - ~ - ..- r-- ..- ~ -
1-' 
N 
\.D 
UGH 5.00 
4.75 
4.50 
4.25 
4.00 
3.75 
3.50 
3.25 
3.00 
2.75 
2.50 
2.25 
2.00 
1. 75 
..ow 1. so 
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STAFF AT LARGE PROFILE 
Hol~ to Interpret 
The Composite Norms and Individual Profile 
•*NCITE: Typed scores are composite norm boundary indicators; hanchrritten scores are individual 
Category 
1 ) HIGH l HCNORS 
z 2=High Average 
3 3=Low Average 
1 {
LOW 
AClUEVEMENI' 
~ 
6 
profile scores. 
General Guidelines 
1. Support and reinforce . This 
category reflects a steady posi-
tive evaluation. 
2. Support and reinforce. This 
category reflects a positive 
evaluation. 
3. No cormnent necessary. This 
category reflects an average 
evaluation. Consider relation-
ship to other scales. 
4. Indicates a minor problem area. 
Weakness and strength in other 
areas should be considered. 
S. Reflects a very lmo~ evaluation 
when compared with composite norms 
of staff. Remediation plans 
should be devised. 
APPENDIX E 
Final R.A. Evaluation Spring 1980 
Instructions to Directors/Head Residents 
Who Evaluates? 
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In this final process, R.A. 's are evaluated from three parts: 
1) 15 random resident samplings, 2) other R.A.'s on the same staff, 
and 3) Director and/or Head Residents. Each evaluator uses the 
same single page form and responds to the same eleven items. 
Residents Random Sampling Distribution: 
For residents, the form is to be distributed according to 
pre-determined random sample based on room numbers. There are 
15 forms per staff member. Ten of the forms are designated for 
distribution in the R.A.'s section or floor, and the other five 
are set for samplings in either adjacent sections or on the o~er 
floors. Because the scored results of this evaluation are impor-
tant in developing a staff-wide numerical profile, it is important 
not only to distribute all the forms but to make every attempt to 
get all the forms returned. Fifteen is the set "n" number for the 
samphng. 
Time-line: 
It's important to get this done as soon as possible. Materials 
should be picked up in the office on April lOth. You should plan to 
begin distributing the forms no later than Saturday, the 12th. You 
will need to do some preparation before handing them out: 
1) each form should have the R.A. 's name l'iri tten in. 
Z) in the upper left write: a) the room number where 
the form is going (This is your checking device to 
help insure its return.), b) the initials "R.A." if 
it goes to a resident assistant, or c) the initials 
"H.R." if it's a Director or Head Resident's .form. 
3) indicate also on the form (upper right corner) the 
date by which you want it returned to you from the 
evaluator. Be sure to set the date so that it gives 
you ample time to seek out as many delinquent ones 
as possible and score the returned ones before you 
must turn them into Student Life. 
The return deadline for all forms is 5:00p.m., Thursday, April 17th. 
Before returning the forms to the Office, we ask that you score then 
according to the sample form included with the materials. In the far 
right column on the evaluation form, l'iri te the number that corresponds 
with the box checked on each item by the evaluator. 
Results: 
Results from this process will be returned to you in the for;a 
of a profile for each R.A. (See sample profile included with nate-
rials.) You will be able to use this information as part o£ a 
concluding job performance interview with each of your staff. 
Note: Also be sure to read the information on the resident random 
sampling distribution form. 
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R.A. Evaluations 
Resident Random Distribution 
Residence Hall : --'Co.,=;;;S?...=o..__,_lt1-=''--'-'~'e..:::::.:..r _______________ _ 
R.A. Name: 13:1 I ~c...rb....-
'"0 Q) 
+" 
~ 
Room Numbers .c •.-i 
$-< Q)+" 
+"Ul 
<li·.-i 
00 
1.30./ 
z. 3 o;:z 
3 . .3 OS"' 
4. 30(p 
s. 307 
6. 31:<. 
7. Jl3 
8.:J;-/ 
--
9. JIS' 
10. J t? 
11. :?.o-1 
12. '2.13 
13. :?I(, 
14. /0 7 
15. ;tf 
If a room is unoccupied or re 
hall, give evaluation to one or th 
door. Only the resident given the 
insure a complete return. If not, 
.. '····. 
R.A. Name: (pr; !;~ Lo ... _,, Y".'Y'/.> !/\ 
'"0 
Q) 
+" 
"0 ~ '"0 
Q) 
Room Numbers .c Q) !::: •.-i ~ 
... H H 
Q);:::l Q)+" <:J ~ 
+"-I-' +"Ul +"+" 
rc!QJ <d·.-i C1lQ) 
0~ 00 Q~ 
1. ;(,D/ 
z • .<o.Z 
3 • .:<a3 
4 • .< 0~ 
5. ~tJ7 
'' 
6 • .;?./6 
7. 211 
8. :;_/;/ 
9 .. :us-
1o.:ut' 
11...31/ 
12. 303. 
13.31& 
14. 1/ z 
15. 117 
ident (i.e. H.E.P.) is very new to 
other of the rooms immediately next 
form should fill it out. Try to 
minimum return acceptable is 10. 
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R.A. Evaluations 
Resident Random Distribution 
Residence Hall: 
R.A. Name: R.A. Name: 
'"0 '"0 
Q.) 0 
-1-.J -1-.J 
;:l '"0 ;:l '"0 
Room Nu:nbers ..0 0 ..0 
Q.) 
•.-i ... Room Numbers •.-i ... 
1-< 1-< H 1-< 
<Ll+-J <Ll ;:l (!).;.> <l.l::l 
+-JVl ...,..., +-JVl ...,..., 
C1l•.-i ~ GJ C1l·.-i ("j Q.) 
Cl:::l q~ C)Q Cl~ 
1. 1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6. 6. 
7. 7. 
8. 8. 
9. 9. 
10. 10. 
11. 11. 
12. 12. 
13. 13. 
14. 14. 
15. 15. 
If a room is unoccupied or resident (i.e. H.E.P.) is very new to 
hall, give evaluation to one or the other of the rooDs immediately next 
door. Only the resident given the form o.lwcll.d filJ it ou~. Try to 
insure a complete return. If not, mi.nir,!tEi return ilccc;' tcll,lc is 10. 
APPENDIX F 
HARC STUDENT VERSUS STAFF EVALUATION 
FILE NONAME (CREATION DATE = 03/07/831 
,_,; 1< :c (;e LE 
s tJu::::~,!T 
G T :~Ft:-
HARC VALIDITY SERIES 
CASES 
44 
44 
HARC STUDENT VERSUS STAFF EVALUATION 
FILE NllNAf'iE (CREATION DATE = 03/07/831 
'.'I': I~ I i'I£?.L!:S CASES CROSS-PROD DEI.I 
STUDENT SHII"F 44 688.5125 
HAf~C W\LIOITY SERIES 
Hl'li~C STUDENT '.'Et?SUS STAFF H 1ALUATION 
Fll E NONAME !CREATION DATE = 03/07/831 
MEAN 
37.7750 
40.3841 
VARIANCE-COVAR 
16.2445 
STD DEV 
6.4333 
5.1711 
VARIABLES 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
03/07/83 PAGE 
03/07/83 PAGE 
CASES CROSS-PROD DE 
03/07/83 PAGE 
- - - - - - - - - P E A R S 0 N C 0 R R E L A T I 0 N C 0 E F F I C I E N T S - - - - - - - - - -
STUDENT 
STAFF 
1).4883 
( 44) 
P=O.OOO 
(COEFFICIENT I (CA~ESI I SIGNIFICANCE> 
HARC VALIDITY SERIES 
HARC STUDENT VERSUS STAFF EVALUATION 
CPU TIME REQUIRED .. 0.71 SECONDS 
<A VALUE OF 89.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUT 
03/07/83 PAGE 
I-' 
w 
(j\ 
APPENDIX G 
CORRELATION HATRIX 
AVAIL RESP FAIR HATURE PERCP COOP EN THUS 
AVAIL 1.00000 
RESP 0.60388 I .00000 
FAIR 0.41761 0.52018 1.00000 
HATURE 0.39786 0.80854 0.47888 
PERCP 0.49583 0.57224 0.52977 
COOP 0.45458 0.51422 0.;56052 
EN THUS 0.47218 0.54783 0.37094 
I NIT 0.42818 0.80215 0.49572 
IN TEO 0.45822 0.88945 0.52807 
SERIUS 0.52958 0.84B81 0.41781 
II OF CASES • 488.0 
STATISTICS FOR HEAN VARIANCE 
SCALE 42.58173 44.81889 
ITEH HEANS HEAN HINIHUH 
4.25817 4.05987 
ITEH VARIANCES HEAN HINIHUH 
0.80737 0.80728 
INTER-ITEH COVARIANCE& HEAN HINIHUH 
0.4082S 0.28794 
INTER-ITEH CORRELATIONS HEAN HINIHUH 
0.50822 o.370B4 
ITEH-TOTAL STATISTICS SCALE 
HEAN 
IF ITEH 
DELETED 
AVAIL 38.50208 
REBP 38.33333 
FAIR 38.30041 
HATURE 38.32922 
PERCP 38.25514 
COOP 38.13992 
EN THUS 38.43827 
I NIT 38.18930 
IN TEO 38.35391 
SERIUS 3B.2139S 
1.00000 
0.58153 
0:45284 
0.43173 
0 •. 50881 
o.ll5547 
o.S2435 
1.00000 
0.54087 '1.00000 
0.54221 0.40370 
0.48491 O.i15B82 
0.56488 0.49098 
0.48840 0.43408 
STD DEV 
8.89477 
II VARIABLES 
10 
1.00000 
0.55801 
. 0.48437 
0.38985 
HAXIHUH RANGE 
0.38214 
HAX/HIN 
1.08S20 4.42181 
HAXIHUH RANGE 
0.34240 
HAX/HIN 
1.56383 0.84988 
HAXIHUH 
0.5BBSO 
HAXIHUH 
0.88945 
SCALE CORRECTED 
VARIANCE ITEH-
IF ITEH TOTAL 
DELETED CORRELATION 
38.71849 0.82768 
35.29485 0.79724 
37.50957 0.83120 
38.24803 0.88717 
3B.305SO 0.71421 
38.12471 0.83282 
38.58897 0.61781 
37.45275 0.67770 
38.0311S 0.74168 
36.36236 0.84976 
RANGE 
0.28188 
RANGE 
0.29851 
SBUARED 
HULTIPLE 
CORRELATION 
0.44774 
0.86217 
0.45044 
0.:53492 
0.53534 
0.438:58 
0.44877 
0.4SSI5 
0.59384 
0.47S75 
HAX/HIN 
J.97S21 
HAX/HIN 
1.80474 
I NIT 
1.00000 
0.59210 
0.44808 
VARIANCE 
0.01242 
VARIANCE 
0.01298 
VARIANCE 
0.00508 
VARIANCE 
0.00528 
ALPHA 
IF JTEH 
DELETED 
0.90512 
0.89445 
O.S0481 
0.90134 
0.89S70 
0.90488 
0.90598 
O.S0215 
0.89802 
0.90381 
IN TEO 
1.00000 
0.51832 
SERIUS 
1.00000 
r-' 
w 
00 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
BETWEEN PEOPLE 
WITHIN PEOPLE 
BETWEEN MEASURES 
RESIDUAL 
NONADDITIVITY 
E.ALANCE 
TOTAL 
GRAND MEAN = 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
ss 
2173.76481 
1796.30000 
54.33436 
1741.96564 
4.90224 
1737.06340 
3970.06482 
4.25617 
DF 
485 
4374 
9 
4365 
1 
4364 
4859 
MEAN SGUARE F PROBABILITY 
4.48199 
0.41068 
6.03715 15.12783 o.ooooo 
0.3990a 
4.90224 12.31583 0.00046 
0.39804 
0.81705 
TUKEY ESTIMATE OF POWER TO WHICH OBSERVATIONS MUST BE RAISED TO ACHIEVE ADDITIVITY c 2.9115742 
HOTELLINGS T-SGUARED = 143.88409 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM * * NUMERATOR : 9 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 10 ITEMS 
F = 
DENOMINATOR= 
ALPHA c 0.91096 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = O.S1177 
15.72342 
477 PROBABILitY = 0.00000 
t-' 
w 
..0 
-L·-"-- _L-- .. 
1-HU< o.:.t:Jb9:) 0.40617 0. 725:JS 
HATURE o.a:uo:s o.:S1792 0.37829 0.86748 
PERCP 0. 42084 0.47U04 0.40426 0. 49527 0.80272 
COOP 0.33:S60 0.36738 0.37202 0. 32853 0.37763 0.80728 
EN THUS 0.43:592 0.48527 0.30788 0.3918:1i 0.47341 0.30658 0.84868 
I NIT 0.3282:1i 0.44672 0.3416:1 0.36333 0.351:1i6 0.28794 0.43846 0.6:1483 
IN TEO 0.367:57 0.:5:5038 0.40331 0.!54748 o. 45368 0.34308 0.43202 0.42966 0.80414 
SERIUS 0. 48230 o.:ssaao 0.34193 0.469:50 0.41894 o.3z:ue 0.36:523 0.348:58 0.44:511 0.92418 
CORRELATION HATRIX 
AVAIL RESP FAIR "ATURE PERCP COdP ENTHU8 I NIT INTEG SERIUS 
AVAIL 1.00000 
RESP 0.80389 1.00000 
FAIR 0.41781 0.:52018 1.00QOO 
MATURE 0.39788 0.606:14 0.47688 1 .. 00000 
PERCP o. 49:183 o.::p224 0.~2917 0.:181:53 '.ooooo 
COOP 0.4:14:59 O.!U422 0.:160:12 0.4~264 0.:54087 1.00000 
EN THUS 0.47218 0.:14763 0.37094 0.43173 0.:54221 o. 40370 I .00000 
I NIT 0.42818 0.60215 0.49:172 O.:SOBBl 0.48481 0.4:1882 0.:1:1601 I .00000 
INTEO o. 4:1822 0.6694:1 0.:12807 0.6:1547 0.56468 0.49098 0.494:17 0.:59210 I .00000 
6ERIUS 0.:529:58 0.84661 0.41761 0.5243!5 0.48640 o. 43408 0.3898:5 0.44808 0.:51632 1.00000 
• Of CASES • 488.0 
STATISTICS FOR MEAN VARIANCE STD DEV I VARIABLES 
PART l 21 .. 08848 12.72411 3.56709 ~ 
PART 2 21.4732:5 11.39382 3.37399 
' SCALE 42.56173 44.81989 6.69477 10 
ITEM MEANS HEAN HINII"'UH MAXIMUM RANGE 11AX1.11JN VARIANCE 
PART i 4. 2!770 4.05967 4. 30658 0.24691 J .061)82 0.00879 
PART 2 4. 29465 4.12346 4. 42181 0. Z9835 I .07::236 0.01547 
SCALE 4.25617 4. 05967 4. 42181 0.36214 I. 08920 0.01242 
J TE11 VARIANCES HEAN MINIMUM MA>:JMUI1 RANGE MAX/MIN VARIANCE 
PART 1 0.92671 o. 72539 1). 89746 0.17208 I. 23722 0.00443 
PART 2 o. 78802 0.60728 0.94968 0.34240 1 .56383 0. 02384 
SCALE 0.80737 (). 60728 1).94968 0.34240 I .56383 0.01298 
INTER-I TE11 COVAR J ANCES MEAN MINIMUM 11M: JMUM RANGE MA::/MIN I.JARIANCE 
PART 1 0.42953 Q. 33695 0.52449 •). 18754 I . 55656 0.00423 I-' 
PART 2 0.37219 o. 28794 0. 4451 2 1). 15717 I. 54583 L). 1)1)333 
-1> 
0 
SCALE 0.40829 0.28791 0.58990 0.28196 I. 97921 0.00508 
INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANOE MAX/MIN VARIANCE 
PART I 0.52023 1).38786 0.60654 0.20889 1.52153 0.00516 
PART 2 0.47821 0.38985 Q.59210 0.20225 1.51879 0.00396 
SCALE 0.50822 0.37094 0.66945 0.2SB51 I.B0474 0.0052B 
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS SCALE SCALE CORRECTED 
MEAN I VARIANCE ITEM- SQUARED ALPHA 
IF ITEM IF ITEM TOTAL MULTIPLE IF ITEM 
DELETED DELETED CORRELA Tl ON, CORRELATION DELETED 
AVAIL 36.50206 36.7164S 0.62766 0.44774 0.90:512 
REBP 38.33333 3:5.29485 o. 79724 0.66217 O.B9445 
FAIR 3B.30041 37.50957 0.63120 0.45044 0.90461 
MATURE 3B.32922 36.24603· 0.66717 0.53492 o.BOI34 
PERCP 36.25514 36.30:590 0.71421 0.53:534 0.69970 
COOP 36.13992 36.12471 O.B3262 0.43B5B O.B0466 
ENTHU6 36.43B27 3B.5BBS7 0.617BI 0.44B77 O.B059B 
I NIT 36.16930 37.4:5275 o:67770 0.4BSI5 '0.9021:5 
I NT EO '36.3:5391 3B.0311B o. 74168 0.5B364 0.8SB02 
SERIU8 3B.213S9 38.38238 0.84978 0.4797:5 O.S0381 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE OF VARIATION ss OF MEAN SllUARE F PROBABILITY 
BETWEEN PEOPLE 2173.7B4BI 4B:5 4.4BISS 
WITHIN PEOPLE 17SB.30000 4374 0.410SB 
BETWEEN MEASURES 54.33438 B 6.03715 15.127B3 0.00000 
RESIDUAL 1741.SB5B4 4385 0.3990B 
NONADDITIVITY 4.90224 I ·4.90224 12.315B3 0.00048 
BALANCE 1737.06340 43S4 o.3slio4 
TOTAL 3970.0B4BI 4S5S O.BI705 
ORAND MEAN • 4;25BI7 
TUKEY ESTIMATE OF POWER TO WHICH OBSERVATIONS MUST BE RAISED TO ACHIEVE ADDITIVITY • 2.SII5742 
HOTELLINGB T-BilUARED • 143.BB409 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM • • NUMERATOR • B 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 10 ITEMS 
CORRELATION BETWEEN FORMS • O.S6017 
UNEQUAL-LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN • 0.92500 
ALPHA FOR PART I • O.B1392 
5 ITEMS IN PART I 
HARC RELIABILITY SERIES 
HARC KUDER-RICHARDSON -20 COEFFICIENTS 
15.72342 F • 
DENOMINATOR• 477 PROBABILITY • 0.00000 
EllUAL LENTH SPEARMAN-BROWN • 0.92500 
GUTTMAN SPLIT-HALF • 0.92423 
ALPHA FOR PART 2 • O.SI73S 
5 ITEMS IN PART 2 
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APPE1.1'DIX H 
·:p 
SCA~F: A.HD PURPOSE 
Class I. Measures of Poise;.Asce:nd(mcy,'Self~Assurance and 
Aggr.,sive, confident, persis<enr, and planlul; · 1~''1)"~ '(do~-j~;;"c;;)'··:r~·'~f . ,. ,· 
a.s being persua.sive and verbally fluenr; as of leadership abilicy · dominance per-
seJf4relianc and independenc; and a.s having 4 · · 4 ~ . • ,. · ,. 
leadership potencial and initiative4 sutence,. a~d so~~l 'u''""'u''"·--· .... 
Ambirious, active, forceful, iruighcfuJ, ce4 
soucceful, and versatile; as being ascendant 
and self4seekiog; effective in communication; 
and as haviD.§ penona~ scope and bre::~dch of 
incere:sa. 
Outgoing, e:au:rprising • .1nd ingenious; u be-
ing comper:icive and forward; Jnd as originlll 
and fiuenc ia choughr. 
Incelligmr. outspoken. sharp-witted, demand-
ing, aggr .. sive, and ;ell..:enrered: as being : '.tots.'Such·· as ~·nSe:'of personal·_ 
persu;uive and verbally tluem; and a.s pos· ~!f... d · ·f · 
,.,sing sell-confidence and sell-assurance. se ·acceptance,. an . capaocy or 
pendent: thiiiking:and. action.:.· c.':·" 
Energetic. enrerprisin8'• aleri," ambiciow, and 
versatile; as being productive and active; and 
as valuing work 01nd effort for it5 own sake. 
6::-Wb_(s~nse of well-being) To idea· 
rify-persons. who· minimize· their wor' 
ries:· and ··complaints~ and. who· are·· 
relatively: free froin self-doubt and dis-
illusioruneuc.: ~:. : -~ .. ~·;~:·(::~;: .. ;~~·:-;~.~~ ~.~: ~::;:~ 
Retiring~ inhibited, commonplace, indifferent, 
silenr and unassuming; as being slow in 
choughr and action; as avoiding of sicuacions 
of tension and deci1ion; and as lacking in self. 
confidence. 
Aparhetic. shy, conventional dull, mild. sim-
ple, and slow; as being scereocypd in (hink 4 
ing; rcsrricret.l in oudook and intere-sts; and as 
being uneasy and awkw:ard in n~ or unia4 
miliar social sicuac.ions. 
Awkward. convencional. quiet, submissive-, 
and un3$suming: as being deuched and pa.s4 
.sive in acticude; and a.s bemg sug~~cible and 
overly iniluenced by orhen' reaction5 and 
opinions. 
moderate, patient, self-resrrJined. 
and simple; as vacillating .and uncertain in 
decision; and as being llreral .md unongin.1l 
in chinking and judging. 
Methodical, coruerv:uive, dependable, conven4 
cional. easygoing, .and quiec; as self·abas1ng 
and given t<? feelings of guile and self-blame; 
and a.s being passive in· action and narrow in 
Unambitious, leisurely. awkward. caU(ious. 
apachetic, .uld conventional; as being self-
defensive and apolcigecic; and Js consrricred 
in chou8'hc and action. 
.... -· ., ' ., .. ·- -· •• ;f•'. ·1 
Class II. Measures of Socialization, Maturity, Responsibility, and Intra personal Stnecturing of Values 
Planlul, ,_.,ponSJble, rhorough, progr.,!Jve, 7.:·R~~(r.;~P!l~·sibility} -T~ id~~tifyj lmmarure.moody, lazy, awkward, changeable, 
capable, d1gm6ed, and mdependenr: as bemg persons of conscientious, responsible, and dubehevtng; as bemg mfluenced by per· 
consoenuous and dependable; r.,ourceiul and and denf'ndable dispo~itioo and tem· sonal b1as, spne, and dogmansm: and as un-
etfiCtenr; and as bem8' alert co erh1cal and r--:o: ~ .. _. ~ _ , ... - der4conuollcd and 1mpui~H..,e 10 behaviOr. 
moral is!ues. perameot:. · ... . :.:.:.:. · ~- .. - .~: :..::.:.. '~.. . :>-; ~; 
Seriou!, honesr, in~u!triou:t, modesc, obligin8'. 
sincere, md' steady; u being consciendous md . 
respon:tible; and as being self.denying and con- · 
forming. 
Ulm, parimr. pracrical. slow, self-denying, 
inhibired. choughcful. and deliberare; a.s being 
suicr and thorough in their own work and in 
their expeaarioru for orhen; and a! bein8' 
honesr and consciencioul. 
9 .. Sc_ (self-conuol)'' To asses~~ the. de-- ·Jlmpulsive, shrewd. excirable, irrirable, self. 
gree- and adequacy o£ self-regu.la. i:ion l cenrered. and uninhibired; as being aggressive 
d · · If ttol d f · d f · · and asseruve; and as overemphaSIZmg per· 
an se ·~n . an • ree 0~·. ~~ Jm--: · sonal pleasure and seU4gain. 
pubivicy and 'self·cenceredn~,-- . ·. , .'. 
Enrerprising, informal, quick, roleranr, cleu- :· tO.~ ::r.;.-:·(tole;.,nce) · To: identify· j}er· :~ Su•picious, narrow. aloof, wary, and miring: 
chinkin8' • .ltld. resourceful; as being intellec~u- . sons.: .With. permissive-
7
. accepting,.. and·: ~ ~in8'· pa.s.sive .and .ov~rly judg~emal in .u-
allr able and verbally fluenr; and as havmg ' aon~judgmencatsocia.l beliefs and atti·.· mud•: and as drsbehe:v<ng and diS<nurlul in 
broad and ·varied interesu. ;.. tude:-~:--· ... • _,;_·:·.'··~·.:·;::~:~"J: . r:-: ·'':=.~:· ... ~·';::-:~~~·-;_-:. .:-· .. ~ :. penonal and soctaJ ouclook. 
Co-operative, emerprising. outgoing, sociable . lt.;Gi: (·~d' i;p~·~i~~}~~;~ id~~~fJ·} Inhibited. cauci~us4 shrewd. wary, Jloof. and 
warm, and helpful; a.s being concerned with . persons capable of creating a favorable .l res~rful; .u be.mg cool and distant .in (heir 
m:tking a good impression; and as being c:lili4 . . . · d h · dfj relanonshtps wuh others; and as bem~ self. 
genr and persisceru. tmpresston7' · ~n · · w 0 ·are · coocerne cencered and roo licrle concerned w.;h che 
s.. a~~ ... ~-~~.~·~*~~ =~~~~.l~~~~~.~:. needs and wanes of 01hen. 
10 
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~1g_;Jft . . ."h-- i 
Class IIl. Measuresl(if'Ach'ieve:ment,Poteittialand"Intellectual Efficiency 
Capable, c~operarive, etficimr, organized. re- ~:·t3~;A~:;(~-~hi~;~~;~t~:·vi:-;~~:o.f~ .. ~m· ; Coarse. s(ubbom. aloof. awkward, insecure. 
sponsrble, srable, ~nd sincere; u be-ing per- r---anee):' To identify those. faCtors-of in· . and opinionared; as easily JisorganizeJ under 
sis rent and indusrrious: and .u v:~luing imel.. ..... · ·. d . • hich £ cili : srr~s or pressures ro conform; and ;1.5 p('Ssi· 
l«rual activity and imcllccruai achicvcmenr. :._t~rest; .~n .. m~tlvatlon ·w . · .3 tate . misric abour rhcir occuparional fumres . 
. achievement. iii any:setting'.:where .con- i 
formance·~iS-a~P.oSi~ve·behavior~.;-~, i 
Marure, forceful, srrong, dominant, demand-
ing, and foreighted; 4l5 being indt>pcndenr 
and seJf-reJianr; and as having superior imd-
loaual abiliry and judgment. 
Efficient~ · deu-dJiniUng, capable, inrelligenr, 
progressive, planful, rhoroug~ and resource--
ful; as being alert and well~informed~ and as 
placing a high value on cognitive and infeJ-
lectual maners. 
' : ~ ~-
Observant, spomaneous, quicJc, perceptive. 
talkative, resourceful, and changeable; as 
being verbally duent and sOcially ascendant; 
and as being rebellious toward rules, restric-
tions, and • connn.ints. 
Insightful, informal, advenrurotU, confident, 
humorous. rebeJJious, id~Hsric, assenive, and 
egoistic; as being san::asric .and cynical; and as 
highly concerned with personal pleasur• and 
diversion. 
Appreciative, padent. helpful, gende, moder-
ate, persevering, and sincere; as being respect-
ful and accqning of orhers; and as behaving 
in a corucienrious and sympathetic way. 
f. ;r4.':AD (iid;ie;,;;.;~;:;,' via ~~-lnd~P.end· : ence).: To identifY.·. those.-facrors, of. 
.and~ motiwtio~· .which· facili· 
Inhibited, anxious. caurious. dissatisfied. dull. 
and wary; as being submissive wd complianr 
before aurhority~ and as lacking in self-insigfH 
and St!ii-undenranding. 
11 
Caurious. confu5ed, ea.sygoing, defensiv~. shal-
low, and unambiriou'\: a.t being convnnion:1l 
... and srereory~ in chinking; and as lacking in 
self-direction and self-discipline. 
Modes 
Apathetic, peaceable, ~erious. auriou5. and 
unassuming; as being slo~ and cieliberare in 
rempo; and as being oveiy conforming and 
conventional. 
Deliberare. cautioU5, worrying. inJusrrious. 
guarded. mannerly, merhodical. and rigid; as 
being formal and pedantic in rhoughr; and as 
being overly deferenrial ro aurhoriry, cusrom, 
and u.1dirion. 
Ourgoin,!{. hard-heade-d. ambirious, masculine. 
active, robusr. and restles5: as being manipula-
dve and opporrunisric in dealing with orhers~ 
blunr and direct in chinking and. action; .$Od 
imparimr wirh delay, indecision, and retlec-
rioa. 
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APPENDIX I 
ROLE OF RESIDENCE COUNSELOR AT U.O.P. 
Staff Functions: 
l. Attend in-service training program sessions. 
2. Attend regular residence staff meetings as set 
by individual Head Resident/Director. 
3. Assist with the opening and closing of the 
residence hall. 
4. Report regularly to the Head Resident, Director 
146 
or Assistant Director about general problems and 
concerns influencing students and the hall living 
environment (personal concerns as well as physical 
plant maintenance. 
5. Assist in the selection of new staff. 
6. Initiate and maintain contact between students 
and other staff members. 
7. Assist with staff evaluation. 
8. Inform residents of hall and university regulations, 
policies and safety procedures. 
Management Functions: 
l. Encourage students to abide by all university 
regulations and policies. Inform the Head 
Resident/Director when violation occurs. 
2. Be supportive of all basic University regulations 
and policies. 
3. Be cognizant of the rights and responsibilities 
of all members of the University community. 
4. Assist with resident check-in and check-out procedure. 
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5. Know the procedures for room and building changes. 
6. Know the living options available in the University 
and community. 
7. Assist with the organization of hall government. 
8. Attend house-hall meetings. 
9. Assist and advise house government by serving as a 
resource person with respect to program ideas, 
University policies and procedures, and available 
University and community resources and by offering 
other assistance as appropriate. 
Counseling Functions: 
·1. Review the responsibilities and dynamics of group 
living with all residents. 
2. Assess with residents their needs and/or wants in 
the living environment. Assist them in evaluating 
these preferences in terms of options available. 
3. Assist new residents in getting acquainted. 
4. Assist with the organization of activities to meet 
the interests and needs of the hall residents. 
5. Assist in the assessment of students' interests 
and needs. 
6. Help introduce students to individuals and programs 
relating to their interests (extra-curricular and 
academic). 
7. Provide, support, and encourage athletic, cultural, 
social, and academic events. 
8. Be familiar with University offices offering 
academic and non-academic services. 
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9. Be familiar with University informational literature 
(Student Handbook, University catalog, general 
academic requirements, academic calendar, activities 
calendar, etc.) 
10. Communicate to residents information about hall 
and University services. 
11. Be a referral agent for University community services 
such as the Counseling Center, Student to Student 
Advising program, Health Center, Housing and Food 
Service, Student Activities Office, ASUOP, Financial 
Aids Office, Placement Center, Special Academic 
Offices, and off-campus services. 
12. Utilize the Head Resident/Director as a direct 
counseling referral or for assistance within the 
general area of resource/referral. 
